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STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPOSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) docurments the U. S. Environnenta

Protection Agency's (EPA's) selection of a renedy for the Rosen Brothers
Superfund Site (the "Site") in accordance with the requirenments of the
Conpr ehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act

of 1980, as anmended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. 89601-9675, and to the extent
practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution
Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 300. This decision docunment explains the
factual and | egal basis for selecting the renedy for the Site. The
attached index (Appendix I11) identifies the itens that conprise the
Adm ni strative Record upon which the selection of the remedial action is
based.

The New York State Departnent of Environnental Conservation

(NYSDEC) was consulted on the proposed renedial action in accordance
wi th CERCLA 8121(f), 42 U.S.C. 8§9621(f), and it concurs with the

sel ected renedy (see Appendix V).

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE



Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe Rosen
Site, if not addressed by inplementing the response action selected in
this ROD, may present an imm nent and substantial endangernent to
public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY
The maj or conponents of the selected renmedy include the foll ow ng:

. Excavation of all 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA)-contam nated soils
above 1 mlligram per kilogram (nmg/kg) in tw hot spot areas (one
i medi ately downgradi ent of the fornmer cooling pond in the
nonitoring well W06 area and the other corresponding with test pit
T-02) and PCB-contam nated soils above 10 ng/kg in two hot spot
areas (the northeast portion of the Site and the area of the gantry

crane in the central portion) 1. The actual extent of the excavations
and the volune of the excavated material will be based on post-
excavation confirmatory sanpling. Clean or treated naterial wll be
used as backfill in the excavated areas.

. Consol idation of all excavated soils with PCB concentrations |ess
than 50 ng/ kg onto the former cooling pond. Those soils with PCB
concentrations above 50 ng/kg will be sent off-site for
treatment/di sposal at a Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)-
conpliant facility. Al excavated TCA-contam nated soils will either
be sent off-site for treatnent/di sposal or treated on-site to 1 ng/kg

for TCA and used as backfill in the excavations.

. Renoval and consolidation onto the former cooling pond of non-
hazardous debris |located on surface areas where the site-w de
surface cover will be installed and/or is conmmingled with the

excavat ed soil

. Pl acenent of a cap neeting the requirements of New York State 6
NYCRR Part 360 regul ations over the three-acre former cooling
pond. Prior to the construction of the cap, the consolidated soils,
non- hazardous debris, and existing fill materials will be regraded
and conpacted to provide a stable foundation and to pronote
runof f.

. Construction of a chain-link fence around the forner cooling pond
after it is capped.

. Pl acenent of a surface cover over the remmining areas of the Site

to prevent direct contact with residual levels of contaminants in Site

soils. The nature of the surface cover will be determ ned during the
renedi al desi gn phase.

. Moni tored natural attenuation to address the residual groundwater
contam nation in downgradi ent areas. As part of a long-term
groundwat er nonitoring program sanpling will be conducted in
order to verify that the | evel and extent of groundwater
contam nants are declining frombaseline conditions and that
conditions are protective of human health and t he environment.

1 See Figure 3 for locations of the areas to be renedi at ed.



. | mpl enent ati on of regrading and storm water managenent
i nprovenents to protect the integrity of the cap/surface cover.

. Enpl oynent of dust and VOC control /suppressi on neasures during
all construction and excavation activities, as necessary, pursuant
to state and federal guidance.

. Long-termnonitoring to evaluate the renedy's effectiveness. The
exact frequency, |ocation, and paraneters of groundwater
nonitoring will be determ ned during renedi al design. Mnitoring
will include a network of groundwater nonitoring wells, including the
installation of new nonitoring wells (as necessary). Mnitoring wll
al so include several sedinent sanpling stations.

. Taki ng steps to secure institutional controls, such as deed
restrictions and contractual agreenments, as well as loca
ordi nances, |aws, or other governnent action, for the purpose of,
anong ot her things, restricting the installation and use of
groundwat er wells at and downgradi ent of the Site, restricting
excavation or other activities which could affect the integrity of the
cap/site-wi de surface cover, and restricting residential use of the
property in order to reduce potential exposure to site-related
cont am nant s.

. Reeval uation of Site conditions at |east once every five years to
determine if a nodification to the selected alternative is necessary.

It is anticipated that excavation of the two PCB hot spot areas and the
installation of the site-wi de surface cover on a portion of the Site will be
perfornmed pursuant to a Unilateral Administrative Order issued by EPA

in early March 1998.

Data indicate that the groundwater contamination in the nmonitoring wel
WO06 area is of an internmttent nature and that TCA | evels in groundwater
along the Site's downgradi ent perineter are present at relatively |ow

| evel s. These conditions, conbined with the removal of the TCA source
areas, extrenely high groundwater flow, and the presence of intrinsic
conditions favorable to contam nant degradation, is expected to lead to
the tinely groundwater restoration via nonitored natural attenuation (in
approxi nately 10 years) without relying on a costly groundwater
extraction and treatnent system

If, however, nonitored natural attenuation does not appear to be
successful in renediating the groundwater, then nore active renedi a
neasures woul d be considered. EPA may al so i nvoke a wai ver of
groundwat er Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

(ARARs) if the remedi ation programand further nonitoring data indicate
t hat reachi ng Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs) in the aquifer is
technically inpracticable.

The selected alternative will provide the best bal ance of trade-offs anong
alternatives with respect to the evaluating criteria. EPA and NYSDEC
believe that the selected alternative will be protective of hunman health
and the environnent, will conply with ARARs, will be cost-effective, and
will utilize pernmanent solutions to the maxi mum extent practicable

DECLARATI ON OF STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS



The sel ected renedy neets the requirenents for renedi al actions set

forth in CERCLA 8121, 42 U.S.C. 89621 in that it: (1) is protective of
human health and the environnent; (2) attains a level or standard of
control of the hazardous substances, pollutants and contani nants, which

at least attains the legally applicable or relevant and appropriate

requi renments under federal and state laws; (3) is cost-effective; (4)
utilizes alternative treatnent (or resource recovery) technologies to the
maxi mum extent practicable; and (5) satisfies the statutory preference for
renedi es that enploy treatnent to reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volune
of the hazardous substances, pollutants or contamnants at a site.

Because this renedy will result in contam nants remaining on the Site
above health-based limts until the contami nant levels in the aquifer are
reduced bel ow MCLs, a review of the remedial action, pursuant to

CERCLA 8121(c), 42 U.S.C. 89621(c), wll be conducted five years after

t he comencenent of the remedial action and every five years thereafter
to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection to
human heal th and the environnent.
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SI TE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Rosen Brothers Site (the Site), located on relatively flat terrain, is an
abandoned scrap-netal processing facility which occupi es approxi mtely

20 acres on the southern side of the City of Cortland, New York (see
Figure 1). Access to the Site is restricted fromthe surroundi ng environs
by a seven-foot-high fence with two | ocked gates. To the east of the Site
is the building and parking |ot of the forner Kirby Conpany, Pendl eton
Street, a vacant lot, a snall residential area consisting of approxinmately
13 apartment buil dings, and GI Auto Finishers. To the north is Perplexity
Creek (an eastward flowi ng, seasonally intermttent strean), railroad
tracks associated with the New York, Susquehanna & Western Railroad
several industries (Acorn Products, Tuscarora Plastics, and Marietta
Packagi ng), Huntington Street, a snall residential area consisting of
approxi nately 20 houses, and the Randall El enentary School. To the

west is a vacant |ot, several industries (GS Heavy Duty Electric, JTS
Lunber, and Cortland Wol esal e Lunber and Pl ywood), and South Min

Street. To the south is Perplexity Creek Tributary, a former Gty of
Cortland dump site, Valley View Drive, and the Cortland City Junior and
Seni or Hi gh Schools (see Figure 2).

Perplexity Creek Tributary, which flows northeast, converges with

Perplexity Creek at the northeast corner of the Site. Both are seasonally
intermttent streans. At this point, Perplexity Creek continues through a
culvert for approximately 2,000 feet, then flows freely for approxi mately

a one-half mle interval before enptying into the Tioughnioga River.
Surficial geology at the Site (hereinafter referred to as overburden) is
conpri sed of glacial sand and gravel overlain by a silt unit and a fill unit.
The silt unit appears to overlay the sand and gravel unit across nost of

the Site, ranging fromtw to six feet in thickness. For nobst of the Site,

the fill ranges in thickness fromone to six feet, typically consisting of
gravel s, sands, and silts mixed with various materials such as sl ag,
cinders, and ash. Ot her materials observed in the fill consist of netal,

wire, brick, wood, glass, railroad ties, pipes, tar, plastics, and concrete.
Construction and, to a | esser extent, nunicipal wastes, ranging fromfour

to twenty-five feet in thickness, are present in a three-acre former cooling
pond. The eastern portion of the cooling pond has been filled in to an



estimated fifteen feet above grade.

The Site overlies the Cortland-Homer-Prebl e aquifer, a sole source

aqui fer used as a supply of potable water for the City of Cortland. The
pot abl e water supply well for the entire City is |ocated approximately two
m | es upgradient of the Site. Oficials fromboth the Gty of Cortland and
Cortland County have indicated that there are no known users of
groundwat er in areas downgradi ent of the Site.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The area currently occupied by the Site is the eastern half of a forty-acre
parcel of land which was originally referred to as "Randall's Vacant
Fields." In the late 1800's, the forty-acre parcel was devel oped by
Wckwire Brothers, Inc. (Wckwire) as an industrial facility for the

manuf acture of wire, wire products, insect screens, poultry netting, and
nails. The eastern half of the property was used, primarily, as a scrap
yard by Wckw re, supplying scrap netal for the steel mll. An on-site

pond was danmmed and used as a cooling pond in the manufacture of raw

steel. This pond was approximately three acres in size and had an

estimated capacity of one mllion gallons. The entire facility was sold to
Keyst one Consolidated Industries, Inc. (Keystone) in 1968. Keystone

closed the facility in 1971. Shortly thereafter, the facility was destroyed
by fire.

In the early 1970's, Phillip and Harvey Rosen (Rosen Brothers)

transferred their existing scrap-netal processing operation to the eastern
portion of the property. At this tinme, Rosen Brothers began the

denolition of the Wckwi re buildings on the western portion of the
property. The denplition debris (allegedly over a mllion and a half square

feet of buildings) was used to fill in nost of the cooling pond to or above
grade, hence the cooling pond is hereinafter referred to as "the forner
cooling pond". In exchange for this work, Rosen Brothers was granted

title to the eastern portion of the property. The western portion of the
Wckwi re property was cleared for the devel opnent of new industry in
1979, and has since been known as the Noss Industrial Park

Rosen Brothers' scrap netal operations included scrap nmetal processing
and autonobile crushing. The Site was used to stage |l arge quantities of
abandoned vehi cl es, appliances, steel tanks, druns, truck bodies, and
other scrap materials. Minicipal waste, industrial waste, and
construction waste were allegedly intermttently di sposed of in or on the
former cooling pond. Druns were routinely crushed on-site, the contents
spilling onto the ground surface. Philip Rosen and Rosen Brothers were
cited for various violations throughout this period, including illegally
dunping into Perplexity Creek Tributary, inproperly disposing of waste
materials, and operating a refuse disposal area without a permt.
Operations on the Site ceased in 1985 and the Site was abandoned.

In 1986, NYSDEC conducted a Phase Il investigation, which included a
site inspection, geophysical studies, installation of soil borings and
nonitoring wells, and sanpling and anal ysis of groundwater, soils,

sedi nents, and waste materials. The site inspection concluded that
hazardous naterials were present on the Site, including several hundred
full and/or |eaking druns, transforners filled with polychlorinated

bi phenyl s (PCBs), and pressurized cylinders of unknown content. The



results of sanpling efforts indicated elevated |evels of trichloroethane
(TCA), PCBs, anthracene, pyrene, |lead, and chromium in Site soil
sedi nent, and groundwat er.

EPA perforned a renoval action at the Site in 1987 to address i nmedi ate
threats to the public health and the environnment. This renoval action

i ncluded fencing the Site, sanmpling, excavating visibly-contani nated soil
and securing and tenporary stagi ng of druns, tanks, cylinders,
transformers, and the excavated soil

Based on materials observed on the Site and other evidence, EPA issued
Adm ni strative Orders to Keystone and several additional potentially
responsi ble parties in 1988 and 1989, nanely Monarch Machi ne Too
Conpany (Mnarch), Ni agara Mohawk Power Corporation (N agara

Mohawk), and the Dallas Corporation (later called Overhead Door
Corporation and hereinafter referred to as Overhead Door), requiring
themto renove the materials previously staged by EPA. This work was
conpleted in April 1990.

On March 30, 1989, the Site was added to the Superfund Nationa
Priorities List. Overhead Door, Monarch, and N agara Mhawk agreed to
conduct a renedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) in accordance
with an Admi nistrative Order on Consent (Index Number |1 CERCLA

00204) with EPA in January 1990. Keystone, Cooper |ndustries, Inc., and
Potter Paint Co., Inc. assisted in the performance or funding of the RI/FS
pursuant to the terns of a Unilateral Administrative Oder (index Nunber
Il CERCLA-00205) issued in February 1990. The conpani es conpl et ed

the RI/FS in 1997. On March 6, 1998, EPA issued a Unilatera

Adm ni strative Order to the conpani es noted above and several other
entities to performa renoval action in anticipation of planned on-site
redevel oprment activities.

These conpani es voluntarily undertook the denolition and renoval of
structurally unsound buil dings and a 150-foot high snoke stack in
December 1992. They al so renoved and recycled 200 tons of scrap
materials in December 1993. In Novenber 1994, the conpanies enptied
and di sposed of the contents of an abandoned underground storage tank
and renmoved a snall concrete oil pit. In August 1997, EPA renpved and

recycled over 500 tons of scrap netal and nore than 20 tons of tires from
the Site.

HI GHLI GHTS OF COVMUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

The Rl report, dated May 1994, which describes the nature and extent of
the contanination at and emanating fromthe Site, the R sk Assessment,

dat ed January 1995, which discusses the risks associated with the Site,
the FS report, dated April 1997, which identifies and eval uates vari ous
renedial alternatives, and the Novenber 1997 Proposed Pl an were made
available to the public in both the Admi nistrative Record and information
repositories naintai ned at the EPA Docket Roomin the Region Il New

York City office and at the City of Cortland Public Library located at 32
Church Street, Cortland, New York. The notice of availability for these
docunents was published in the Cortland Standard on Novenber 17,

1997. A public coment period was held from Novenber 17 through

January 16, 1998 1. A public neeting was held on Decenber 9, 1997 at

the New York State Grange Building in Cortland, New York. At this
neeting, representatives from EPA presented the findings of the RI/FS
and answered questions fromthe public about the Site and the renedia



al ternatives under consideration

Responses to the comments received at the public neeting and in witing
during the public conment period are included in the Responsiveness
Sunmary (see Appendi x V).

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI T OR RESPONSE ACTI ON

The primary objectives of this action, the first and only renedi al action
pl anned for the Site, are to address contam nated soils and groundwat er
and to ninimze any potential future health and environnental inpacts.

SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

During the RI, air, surface water, sedinents, surface soils, subsurface
soils, and groundwater were sanpled. The results fromthese sanpl es
are sumari zed bel ow.

1 Athirty-day extension of the coment period was granted.

Air

Five air sanples were collected downwi nd of the Site and anal yzed for
VOCs. In addition, potential concentrations of constituents on dust
particul ates were evaluated. The results did not indicate any significant
site-related inpacts to air quality.

Surface Water

Contam nant levels in the surface water were found to be generally
i nsignificant.

Sedi nent s

Al t hough seni-volatile organic conpounds (SVQCs), PCBs, and netals
were detected in sedinents, they were present at |levels that do not
represent a significant inpact.

Sur face Soi

Surface soils were sanpled for SVOCs and netals at forty-three

| ocations. PCB samples were collected at thirty-one |ocations. SVOCs
were generally detected at | ow to noderate | evels at al nbst every

| ocation sanpled. Surface soil sanpling data are included in Table 1.
The SVOCs that were detected were predonminantly pol yaromatic

hydr ocarbons (PAHs) and pht hal ates. The hi ghest concentrations (up to
2,300 mlligram kil ogram (ng/kg) of total SVOCs) were detected in
surface soil sanples in the vicinity of the former cooling pond. Four
PAHs, benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fl uoranthene,
and benzo(a)pyrene, were detected wherever SVOCs were present. The
PAH conpounds are believed to be associated with petrol eum products,
coal, and conbustion byproducts fromboth Wckw re and Rosen Brothers
operations. The phthal ates are typically associated with plastic
mat eri al s.

El evat ed concentrations of netals were detected in nultiple |ocations
across the Site, including cadm um chrom um |ead, nmanganese,
nercury, and zinc. Elevated netal concentrations include nanganese at
approxi mately 19,100 ng/ kg and | ead at approxi mately 3,000 ny/kg.



Surface-soil sanples collected in the northeast portion of the Site
contai ned PCBs with concentrations exceeding 25 ng/ kg. PCB sanpling
data fromthis event are included in Table 2. PCBs were detected

sporadically and at |ow |l evels (generally less than 1 ng/kg) in other areas
of the Site, including an area where an overhead Gantry crane operated

to load and unload scrap during both Wckw re and Rosen Brothers
operations.

Subsur face Soi

Sanpl es from twenty-one subsurface-soil |ocations were collected from

test pits and borings. These sanples were anal yzed for volatile organic
conpounds (VQOCs), SVOCs, PCBs/pesticides, and netals. Subsurface

soi|l sanpling data are included in Table 3. VOCs were generally

detected at relatively | ow concentrations (i.e., below 1 ng/kg), with the
exception of TCA at 44 ng/kg in a single location, two to three feet bel ow
the surface in the south-central portion of the Site (i.e., sanple collected
fromtest pit T-02). Mst of the SVOCs detected in subsurface soi

sanples collected at the Site were PAHs. Total SVOC concentrations

were generally low across the Site (i.e., below 1 ng/kg). The highest
concentration detected was approxi mately 330 ng/kg in the northeastern
portion of the Site. Consistent with surface soil sanpling data, PCBs in
subsurface soil sanples were generally confined to the northeastern area
of the Site, at concentrati ons exceeding 25 ng/kg. Pesticides were either
not detected or present at extrenely |low levels. Metals in subsurface
soils were generally detected at |evels well below those detected in
surface soils. The nmaxi num concentrati ons of manganese and | ead were
detected at approximately 8,000 ng/ kg and 1, 100 ng/ kg, respectively.

A suspected area of subsurface drum disposal in the southwestern portion
of the Site was investigated by test pitting during the Rl in 1993. No
drunms were located during this effort. In addition, a geophysical testing
program was conducted in 1996 to explore discrete subsurface areas of

the Site where drum di sposal was suspected. Using several renpte

sensi ng technol ogi es, suspected areas were defined, including three

| ocations within the former cooling pond. A test-pitting programdid not

| ocate any druns.

G oundwat er

There are two primary hydrogeol ogic units beneath the Site -- the upper
outwash unit and the | ower sand and gravel unit. In the southern portion

of the Site, the upper unit directly overlies the lower unit and they tend
to act as one unit. In the northern portion of the Site, the upper outwash
and | ower sand and gravel units becone separated by a | ower

pernmeability lacustrine unit, formng two distinct hydrogeol ogic units. The

lacustrine unit also restricts the downward migrati on of contam nants from
t he upper outwash unit to the | ower sand and gravel unit. The upper
outwash unit is about 40 feet thick and the general direction of
groundwater flowis toward the northeast (see Figure 3).

During the R, several groundwater sanpling events were conducted
using twenty-four nonitoring wells. Sanples were anal yzed for VOCs,
SVOCs, PCBs/pesticides, and netals. G oundwater sanpling data are



included in Table 4. The results of these RI sanpling activities indicated
the presence of elevated levels of VOCs in the groundwater beneath the
Site. The primary groundwater contam nants were determned to be TCA

and its degradation products, 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) and 1, 1-

di chl oroet hene (1, 1-DCE). The hi ghest concentrations of contam nants

were detected in the south-central portion of the Site, in nonitoring wel
W06, |ocated i medi ately downgradi ent of the former cooling pond. A
concentration of 3,400 mcrograns per liter (pg/l) of TCA was detected

in this well. Subsequent groundwater nonitoring over the next severa
years showed a significant decline of TCA concentrations. Mich | ower
concentrations of these and other VOCs were detected at wells

t hroughout the Site, downgradient of the Site, and to a | esser extent,
upgradi ent of the Site. The data indicate that there is a general decline
i n groundwat er contam nant |evels in seven upper outwash wells al ong

the northern (downgradient) perineter of the Site. The hi ghest
concentrations were detected in the central portion of the northern
perinmeter, |ocated hydraulically downgradi ent of nonitoring well WO06

and test pit T-02, with a high concentration of 390 ug/l detected in
February 1992. By March 1996, the last full round of groundwater

sanpl i ng conducted, the high concentration had declined to 88 ug/l.
Consistent with the northern-perineter wells, the data indicate that there
is a general decline in groundwater contam nant levels in four off-site,
upper-outwash wells | ocated downgradi ent of the northern-perineter

wel I's. Average TCA concentrations ranged from8 pg/l to 135 ug/l. The

hi ghest concentrations were detected hydraulically downgradi ent of
nonitoring well W11 (see Figure 2), with a high concentration of 260
pmg/ 1, detected in February 1992, which declined to 83 pg/l by March 1996.

Post-Rl quarterly groundwater sanples were collected fromApril 1995

t hrough August 1996 to assess the nature and degree of decline in the
| evel s of TCA i mmedi atel y downgradi ent of the fornmer cooling pond. A
sunmmary of all groundwater sanpling data for TCA is included in Table
5. Levels of TCA continued to decline until Decenmber 1995, when an

el evated | evel of 5,000 pg/l was observed. The concl usion drawn from
these data was that there was an intermttent source of TCA present in

the soils/fill in the vicinity of or upgradient fromnonitoring well WO06
(See Figure 4).

In response, EPA conducted an investigation in the vicinity of nonitoring
well W06 and the forner cooling pond. G oundwater, soil, and soil gas
sanpl es were collected and test pits were excavated into the forner
cooling pond and in the nonitoring well WO06 area in an attenpt to
identify the source of the intermttent TCA contam nation. The data
collected led to the conclusion that there was a | ocalized source of TCA

inthe soils/fill in the monitoring well W06 area and that the forner
cooling pond was not a source of TCA. The estinated vol une of
contam nated soil in the nonitoring well W06 area is 500 to 1,000 cubic

yards, based on el evated soil concentrations fromfour to eight feet deep
overlying the silt unit. A simlar volume is assuned to be present in the
test pit T-02 area

PCBs were detected in groundwater in a single well in the northeastern
portion of the Site. The highest concentration reported was 11 pg/l. The
PCBs at this location can be correlated directly with the PCBs detected
inthe soil inthe vicinity of this well. No PCBs were detected in nearhby
downgr adi ent nonitoring wells. Pesticides were not detected in the

gr oundwat er.



The data indicate that elevated |levels of nmetals are present in the
groundwater. Metals with el evated concentrations include antinmony,
arsenic, cadmum |ead, chronmum and nanganese. Manganese was

often detected above 5,000 pg/l in unfiltered sanples and above 1, 000
pg/l in filtered sanples. Wiile it is difficult to correlate these
groundwat er contam nants solely with the Site, it appears that the Site
does contribute to the presence of netals in groundwater

Overall, data fromon- and off-site nonitoring wells indicate a narrow,
relatively | owlevel and stabl e groundwater-contam nant plune mgrating
fromthe Site to the northeast and extending al nost to the Ti oughni oga

Ri ver. The groundwater data indicate that contaninants are confined to

t he upper outwash unit and have not migrated to the | ower sand and

gravel unit. This is likely due to both the extrenely high horizonta
groundwater flow velocity in the Cortland aquifer as well as to the
presence of the | ess-perneable |acustrine unit between the upper

outwash and | ower sand and gravel units across the northern portion of

the Site. The data collected, including the collection of data confirmng
the presence of conditions favorable for natural attenuation, indicate that
there continues to be a general decline in the levels of contam nants over

ti me downgradi ent of the source areas (i.e., at the northern perinmeter and
areas downgradi ent of the Site).

Punp testing conducted after the Rl concluded that a flow rate of 1,000
to 1,500 gall ons per mnute would be necessary to create a hydraulic
barrier along the downgradi ent edge of the Site in order to prevent
contam nated groundwater fromleaving the Site.

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

Based upon the results of the RI, a baseline risk assessment was
conducted to estimate the risks associated with current and future Site
condi tions. The baseline risk assessment estimtes the human heal th

and ecol ogical risk which could result fromthe contam nation at the Site,
if no remedial action were taken

Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing site-related human health
risks for a reasonabl e nmaxi num exposure scenari o: Hazard Identifica-
tion--identifies the contam nants of concern at the Site based on severa
factors such as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration
Exposure Assessnent--estimates the magnitude of actual and/or potentia
human exposures, the frequency and duration of these exposures, and

t he pathways (e.g., ingesting contanm nated well-water) by which hunmans
are potentially exposed. Toxicity Assessnent--determ nes the types of
adverse health effects associated with chenical exposures, and the

rel ati onshi p between magni t ude of exposure (dose) and severity of
adverse effects (response). Risk Characterization--sumuarizes and

conbi nes outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessnents to provide a
gquantitative assessment of site-related risks.

The baseline risk assessnent began with sel ecting contam nants of
concern whi ch would be representative of Site risks. Contam nants were
identified based on factors such as potential for exposure to receptors,
toxicity, concentration, and frequency of occurrence. Contam nants of
concern are presented in Table 6. Several of the SVOCs (particularly the
PAHs), as well as the PCBs, are known to cause cancer in |aboratory



animal s and are suspected or known to be human carci nogens. Many of
the nmetals, particularly manganese, are noncarci nogeni c conpounds with
strong potential for adverse health effects.

The baseline risk assessnment evaluated the health effects which could
result fromexposure to contam nated Site nedia (i.e., soil, groundwater
etc.) through ingestion, dernal contact, or inhalation. The assessnent
eval uated risks to potential trespassers, potential future off-site
residents, potential future excavation workers, and potential future

i ndustrial workers. Exposure routes are presented in Table 7.

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ risks were assessed using a Hazard Index (H)

approach, based on a conparison of expected contam nant intakes and

safe levels of intake (Reference Doses or RfDs). RfDs have been

devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects.
Rf Ds, which are expressed in units of ng/kg-day, are estinates of daily
exposure | evels for humans which are thought to be safe over a lifetine
(including sensitive individuals). Estinated intakes of chemcals from
environnental nedia (e.g., the amount of a chem cal ingested from
contam nated drinking water) are conpared with the RFD to derive the
hazard quotient for the contam nant in the particular nedium The hazard
i ndex i s obtained by addi ng the hazard quotients for all conpounds
across all media that inpact a particular receptor popul ation. The RfDs
for the conpounds of concern are presented in Table 8.

Potential carcinogenic risks were eval uated using the cancer sl ope
factors devel oped by EPA for the contam nants of concern. Cancer sl ope
factors (SFs) have been devel oped by EPA' s Carcinogenic Risk

Assessnent Verification Endeavor for estimating excess |ifetine cancer

ri sks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chem cals.
SFs, which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day) -1, are nmultiplied by the
estimated i ntake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to generate an
upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetine cancer risk associated with
exposure to the conmpound at that intake |evel. The term "upper bound"
reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe SF
Use of this approach makes the underestinmation of the risk highly

unli kely. The SFs for the conpounds of concern are presented in Table

9.

Current federal guidelines for acceptabl e exposures are an individua
lifetime excess carcinogenic risk in the range of 10 -4 to 10 -6 (e. ¢g., a
one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-nmllion excess cancer risk) and a
maxi mum health H (which reflects noncarci nogenic effects for a human
receptor) equal to 1.0. A H greater than 1.0 indicates a potential of
noncar ci nogeni ¢ health effects.

The results of the baseline risk assessnent indicate that the
contam nated surface soils and groundwater at the Site pose an
unacceptable risk to human health due, primarily, to the presence of
VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, and netals. H data are sunmari zed in Table 10.
Cancer risk data are summari zed in Table 11

Potential trespassers and potential future excavati on workers were not
found to be at risk fromexposure to contaminated Site nmedia, prinmarily
due to the assuned short duration of potential exposure. In addition, the
ri sk assessnment concl uded that there was no significant risk attributable
to the Site when evaluating current scenarios. The noncarci nogenic H



for exposure to groundwater and w nd-borne soil contam nants by

potential future off-site residents is 69, attributable primarily to
groundwat er ingestion, which is well above the acceptable level of 1. As
was noted previously, the water supply for the Gty of Cortland is |ocated
two ml|es upgradient of the Site and there are no known users of
groundwat er downgradi ent of the Site. The carcinogenic risks related to

i ngestion, dernmal contact, and/or inhalation of vapors from groundwat er
and surface soils at the Site are outside the acceptable range at 9 x 10 -4
(i.e., a nine-in-ten-thousand excess cancer risk) for potential future

i ndustrial workers. For potabl e groundwater ingestion by potential future
off-site residents, the risk was 2 x 10 -3 (i.e., a two-in-one-thousand
excess cancer risk), which is outside the acceptable risk range.

For potential future industrial workers, the noncarcinogenic H's for

i ngestion of groundwater and ingestion and inhalation of surface soils
(dust) are above the acceptable Ilevel of 1. The H for ingestion of
groundwat er by future industrial workers is 9 and the H for ingestion and
i nhal ati on of surface soils by future industrial workers is 2.

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

A four-step process is utilized for assessing Site-rel ated ecol ogi cal risks
for a reasonabl e maxi mum exposure scenario: Problem Formulation - a
qualitative evaluation of contam nant rel ease, migration, and fate;
identification of contam nants of concern, receptors, exposure pathways,
and known ecol ogi cal effects of the contam nants; and sel ection of
endpoints for further study. Exposure Assessnment--a quantitative

eval uation of contam nant release, mgration, and fate; characterization

of exposure pathways and receptors; and neasurenent or estination of
exposure point concentrations. Ecol ogical Effects Assessnent-literature
reviews, field studies, and toxicity tests, |inking contam nant

concentrations to effects on ecol ogical receptors. Ri sk Characterization--
nmeasurenent or estinmation of both current and future adverse effects.

The ecol ogi cal risk assessment began with evaluating the contam nants
associated with the Site in conjunction with the site-specific biologica
speci es/ habitat informati on. The baseline risk assessnent concl uded that
the Site has low value as a wildlife habitat, while surroundi ng areas
provide sone limted alternative, preferred habitats. The degree of

physi cal disturbance at the Site and | ack of continuous quality habitat in
the area are conditions which restrict the extent of use by wildlife.
Perplexity Creek and its tributary generally provide | ow habitat value for
aquatic biota due to the intermttent nature of the streamfl ow

Raccoons and deer nice were chosen to represent terrestrial receptors
potentially exposed to site-related contam nants of concern. For
raccoons, estimated doses of cadmium nercury, and | ead exceed the
avai | abl e Lowest - Observed- Adverse-Ef fect Levels (LOAELs) and No-
bserved- Adver se- Ef fect - Level s (NOAELs). For deer mice, the estinmated
dose for PCBs exceeds both NOAELs and LOAELs. Estimated doses for
nmercury, nickel, lead, and barium exceed their respective NOAELs, but
not their LOAELs. The primary route of exposure was bi oaccumul ation of
contam nants through the food chain

Sunmary of Human Heal th and Ecol ogi cal Ri sks

Based on the results of the baseline risk assessnent, EPA has
determ ned that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances



fromthe Site, if not addressed by the selected alternative or one of the
ot her active neasures considered, nmay present a current or potentia
threat to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Uncertainties

The procedures and inputs used to assess risks in this evaluation, as in
all such assessnents, are subject to a wide variety of uncertainties. In
general, the mmin sources of uncertainty include:

environnental chem stry sanpling and anal ysis
envi ronnent al paranmeter measurenent

fate and transport nodeling

exposure paraneter estinmation

t oxi col ogi cal data

Uncertainty in environmental sanpling arises in part fromthe potentially
uneven distribution of chenmicals in the nedia sanpl ed. Consequently,
there is significant uncertainty as to the actual |evels present.

Envi ronnental chem stry analysis uncertainty can stem from severa

sources including the errors inherent in the analytical methods and
characteristics of the matrix being sanpl ed.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessnent are related to estinates of how
often an individual will actually cone in contact with the chenicals of
concern, the period of tine over which such exposure will occur, and in
the nodels used to estimate the concentrations of the chemicals of
concern at the point of exposure.

Uncertainties in toxicological data occur in extrapolating both from
animal s to humans and fromhigh to | ow doses of exposure, as well as
fromthe difficulties in assessing the toxicity of a m xture of chem cals.
These uncertainties are addressed by naking conservative assunptions
concerning risk and exposure paraneters throughout the assessment. As
aresult, the Risk Assessnent provi des upper bound estinmates of the risks
to popul ations near the Site, and is highly unlikely to underestimte
actual risks related to the Site.

REVEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

Renedi al action objectives are specific goals to protect human heal th and
the environnent. These objectives are based on avail able infornmation

and standards, such as applicable or relevant and appropriate

requi renents (ARARs), to-be-considered guidance (TBCs), and site-
specific risk-based |evels.

The foll owi ng renedial action objectives were established for the Site:

. Prevent human contact with contam nated soils, sedinents, and
gr oundwat er;

. Prevent ecol ogi cal contact with contam nated soils and sedi nments;
. Mtigate the nmigration of contami nants fromsoils/fill to groundwater:

. Mtigate the off-site migration of contam nated groundwat er



. Restore groundwater quality to | evels which neet federal and state
dri nki ng-wat er standards (see Tables 12 and 13); and

. Control surface water runoff and erosion
SUVWMARY OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

CERCLA requires that each selected Site renedy be protective of human

heal th and the environment, be cost-effective, conply with other statutory

| aws, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol o-
gi es and resource recovery alternatives to the nmaxi num extent

practicable. In addition, the statute includes a preference for the use of
treatment as a principal element for the reduction of toxicity, nobility, or
vol une of the hazardous substances.

This ROD evaluates, in detail, four renedial alternatives for addressing
t he contam nation associated with the Site. The four alternatives for the
Site are discussed below in detail

The construction tine for each alternative reflects only the tine required
to construct or inplerment the renedy and does not include the tine
required to design the remedy, negotiate the performance of the renedy
with the responsible parties, or procure contracts for design and
construction.

The alternatives are:

Alternative 1: No Action

Capital Cost: $0
Annual Operation and Mi ntenance Cost: $60, 000
Present-Wrth Cost: $440, 000
Construction Tine: 1 Month

The Superfund programrequires that the "no-action" alternative be
considered as a baseline for conparison with the other alternatives. The
no-action renedial alternative does not include any physical measures

to address the problem of contamination at the Site.

This alternative woul d, however, include a |ong-term groundwat er

noni toring program Under the nmonitoring program water quality
sanpl es woul d be coll ected sem -annually from upgradi ent, on-site, and
downgr adi ent groundwater nonitoring wells. The specifics of nonitoring
| ocations, frequency, and paranmeters would be determ ned during the
renmedi al design.

The no-action response al so i ncludes the devel opnent and

i npl enentati on of a public awareness and educati on programfor the
residents in the area surrounding the Site. This program woul d incl ude
the preparation and distribution of infornmational press rel eases and
circulars and convening public nmeetings. These activities would serve to
enhance the public's know edge of the conditions existing at the Site.
This alternative would al so require the involverent of |ocal governnment,
various health departnents, and environnental agencies.

Because this alternative would result in contam nants renmining on-site
above heal th-based | evels, CERCLA requires that the Site be revi ewed
every five years. If justified by the review, renedial actions may be

i npl enented to renmove or treat the wastes



Alternative 2: Institutional Controls

Capital Cost: $0
Annual Operation and Mi ntenance Cost: $60, 000
Present-Wrth Cost: $440, 000
Construction Tine: 2 Mont hs

This alternative is identical to Alternative 1, but would al so include taking
steps to secure institutional controls, including, but not imted to, the

pl acenent of restrictions on the installation and use of groundwater wells

at and downgradient of the Site, restrictions on excavation, and

restrictions on residential use of the property.

It was assuned that the inplenentation of institutional controls included
under this alternative would not add to the overall costs as outlined in
Alternative 1.

Al ternative 3: Contam nated Soil Hot Spots Excavation and

Di sposal, Installation of Cap on Forner Cooling Pond, Site-Wde
Surface Cover, and Monitored Natural Attenuation of Residua
Groundwat er Cont am nati on

Capital Cost: $2, 720, 000
Annual Operation and Mi ntenance Cost: $60, 000
Present-Wrth Cost: $3, 140, 000
Construction Tine: 1 Year

This alternative includes excavating all TCA-contam nated soils above the
NYSDEC r econmended soil cl eanup objective of 1 ng/kg identified in the
Techni cal and Admi ni strative Gui dance Menorandum (TAGM in two hot

spot areas (one i nmedi ately downgradi ent of the former cooling pond in
the area around nonitoring well W06 and the other corresponding with
test pit T-02) and PCB-contani nated soils above the TAGM obj ective of

10 nmg/ kg in two hot spot areas (the northeast portion of the Site and the
area of the gantry crane in the central portion). Al of these areas are
shown on Figure 3. TAGM obj ectives nay be found on Table 14. It is
estimated that 2,000 cubic yards of TCA-contam nated soil and 3,000

cubi ¢ yards of PCB-contam nated soil would be excavat ed.

Al'l excavated soils with PCB concentrations |ess than 50 ng/ kg woul d be
consol i dated onto the forner cooling pond. Those soils with PCB
concentrations above 50 ng/ kg woul d be sent off-site for

treat ment/di sposal at a Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)-conpliant
facility. Al excavated TCA-contam nated soils would either be sent off-
site for treatnent/di sposal or treated on-site to 1 ng/kg for TCA and used
as backfill in the excavations. For cost-estimating purposes, it was
assuned that the TCA-contani nated soils would be treated/di sposed of
off-site.

Nonhazardous debris that is |ocated on the surface of the areas where the
site-wi de surface cover would be installed and/or is commngled with
excavated soil would be renpbved and consol i dated onto the forner

cool i ng pond.

A cap neeting the requirenents of New York State 6 NYCRR Part 360
regul ati ons woul d be placed over the 3-acre former cooling pond. Prior to
the construction of the cap, the consolidated soils, nonhazardous debris,



and existing fill materials would be regraded and conpacted to provide
a stable foundation and to pronote runoff.

As potential risks remain even after excavation of the contam nant hot
spots, a surface cover (e.g., asphalt, soil, crushed stone, etc.) would be
pl aced over the renaining areas of the Site to prevent exposure to
residual |evels of contaminants in Site soils. The nature of the surface
cover woul d be determ ned during the remedi al design phase.

Under this alternative, nonitored natural attenuation would be allowed to
address the residual groundwater contam nation at and downgradi ent of

t he excavated source areas. Natural attenuation of organic contani nants

i ncl udes dispersion, volatilization, sorption, biodegradation, and

bi ol ogi cal and chemi cal stabilization, transfornation, or destruction

Nat ural attenuation of inorganic contaminants is simlar to that of organic
contam nants, except that there is not a volatilization or biologica
conponent. It is estinmated that it would take approximately ten years to
neet drinking water standards by nonitored natural attenuation. As part

of a long-term groundwat er nmonitoring program sanples from upgradi ent,
on-site, and downgradi ent groundwater nonitoring wells would be

col l ected and anal yzed sem -annually in order to verify that the | evel and
extent of groundwater contam nants are declining from baseline

conditions and that conditions are protective of human health and the
environnent. The specifics of nonitoring |ocations, frequency, and
paranmeters woul d be determ ned during the design of the sel ected

renedy. If nonitored natural attenuation does not appear to be
successfully renedi ating the groundwater, then nore active renedia
neasures woul d be consi dered.

This alternative would al so include taking steps to secure institutiona
controls, including, but not limted to, the placenent of restrictions on the
installation and use of groundwater wells at and downgradi ent of the Site,
restrictions on excavation or other activities which could affect the
integrity of the cap/site-w de surface cover, and restrictions on residentia
use of the property.

Because this alternative would result in contam nants renmining on-site
above heal th-based | evels, CERCLA requires that the Site be revi ened
every five years. If justified by the review, renedial actions may be

i npl enented to renmove or treat the wastes

Al ternative 4: Contam nated Soil Hot Spots Excavation and
Di sposal, Installation of Cap on Forner Cooling Pond, Site-Wde
Surface Cover, and G oundwater Extraction and Treat nent

Capital Cost: $11, 755, 000
Annual Operation and Mi ntenance Cost: $1, 970, 000
Present-Wrth Cost: $19, 830, 000
Construction Tine: 2 Years

This alternative is identical to Alternative 3, except that it would address
site-w de groundwater contanination through the installation of a
groundwat er extraction and treatment systemin order to provide a

hydraulic barrier between the Site and downgradi ent areas. It is assuned

t hat groundwater recovery woul d be achi eved through the installation of

six recovery wells (punping 1,200 to 1,500 gpn) |ocated along the

northern, hydraulically downgradi ent, boundary of the Site (just south of



Perplexity Creek). The scope of the extraction system would be

det erm ned during renedial design. Follow ng pretreatnment for solids and
i norgani ¢ contam nant renpoval (as necessary), the extracted groundwater
woul d be treated by air-stripping (or other appropriate treatnent) to
address organi ¢ contami nati on and then be discharged to the Ti oughni oga
Ri ver. Mnitored natural attenuation would be allowed to address the

| ow1 evel contam nation in groundwater that has migrated to downgradi ent
areas. It is estinmated that it would take approximately five years of
groundwat er extraction and treatment to nmeet drinking water standards.

Because this alternative would result in contam nants renmining on-site
above heal th-based | evels, CERCLA requires that the Site be revi ewed
every five years. If justified by the review, renedial actions may be

i npl enented to renmove or treat the wastes

COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

During the detail ed evaluation of renedial alternatives, each alternative
i s assessed against nine evaluation criteria, nanmely, overall protection

of human health and the environment, conpliance with applicable or

rel evant and appropriate requirenents, long-termeffectiveness and

per manence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volune through treatnent,

short-termeffectiveness, inplenentability, cost, and state and community
accept ance.

The evaluation criteria are described bel ow.

. Overal |l protection of human health and the environment addresses
whet her or not a renmedy provi des adequate protection and
descri bes how risks posed through each exposure pathway (based
on a reasonabl e maxi num exposure scenari o) are elimnated,
reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.

. Conpliance with ARARs addresses whether or not a renedy would
neet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents
of other federal and state environnental statutes and requirenents
or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

. Long-term effectiveness and pernanence refers to the ability of a
renedy to nmaintain reliable protection of human health and the
envi ronnent over time, once cleanup goals have been net. It also
addresses the magni tude and effectiveness of the neasures that
may be required to nmanage the risk posed by treatnent residuals
and/or untreated wastes.

. Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatment is the
antici pated performance of the treatnment technol ogies, with respect
to these paraneters, a renedy nay enpl oy.

. Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of tine needed to
achi eve protection and any adverse inpacts on human heal th and
the environnent that may be posed during the construction and im
pl ementation period until cleanup goals are achieved.

. I mpl enentability is the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a
renmedy, including the availability of materials and services needed
to inplement a particular option.



. Cost includes estimated capital and operation and mai nt enance
costs, and net present-worth costs.

. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the
RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan, the State supports, opposes,
and/ or has identified any reservations with the selected alternative.

. Conmunity acceptance refers to the public's general response to
the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan. Factors of
conmuni ty acceptance to be discussed include support, reservation
and opposition by the comunity.

A conparative analysis of the renmedial alternatives based upon the
evaluation criteria noted above foll ows.

Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

Since Alternative 1 (no action) would not address the risks posed through
each exposure pathway, it would not be protective of hunman health and

the environnent. Alternative 2 (institutional controls) would be marginally
nore protective than the no-action alternative.

Alternative 3 (soil hot spots excavation, fornmer cooling pond cap, site-

wi de surface cover, and nonitored natural attenuation of residua
groundwat er contam nation) and Alternative 4 (soil hot spots excavation
former cooling pond cap, site-w de surface cover, and groundwat er
extraction and treatnent) would be significantly nore protective than
Alternative 1, in that the risk of incidental contact with waste by hunmans
and ecol ogi cal receptors would be reduced by excavation and di sposal of
the contaninated soils in the four hot spot areas, installing a cap on the
former cooling pond, and installing a site-w de surface cover.

As part of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, institutional controls would Iimt the
i ntrusiveness of future activity that could occur on the Site.

Alternatives 1 and 2 would rely upon nonitored natural attenuation alone
to restore groundwater quality. Alternative 3 would include the renoval

of source areas (hot spots) in conjunction with nonitored natura
attenuation. This would result in the restoration of water quality in the
aqui fer nore quickly than nonitored natural attenuation al one, but not as
expeditiously as Alternative 4, which would include site-w de extraction
and treatnent of contam nated groundwater. Alternative 4 would mitigate
the off-site mgration of |owlevel TCA-contam nated groundwater and
would likely lead to a nore expeditious groundwater cleanup than the
other alternatives, which enploy nonitored natural attenuation

Conpl i ance with ARARs

A 6 NYCRR cap is an action-specific ARAR for landfill closure.
Therefore, Alternative 3 (soil hot spots excavation, forner cooling pond

cap, site-w de surface cover, and nonitored natural attenuation of

resi dual groundwater contam nation) and Alternative 4 (soil hot spots
excavation, forner cooling pond cap, site-w de surface cover, and
groundwat er extraction and treatment) would satisfy this action-specific
ARAR. Alternatives 1 and 2 would not neet this ARAR, since they do not

i ncl ude any provisions for a cap on the former cooling pond.



Since Alternatives 3 and 4 would involve the excavati on of PCB-
contam nated soils, their disposition would be governed by the

requi renents of TSCA. Under these alternatives, those excavated soils
whi ch equal or exceed 50 ng/kg PCB would be sent off-site for
treatment/di sposal at a TSCA-conpliant facility.

Alternatives 1 and 2 do not provide for any direct remedi ation of
groundwat er or source renmoval and, therefore, would not conmply with
chem cal -specific ARARs. Although Alternative 3 does not include any
active groundwat er renedi ati on, the excavation of contami nated soils
woul d significantly reduce the mgration of contam nants to the
groundwat er, thereby enabling Maxi num Contam nant Levels (MCLs) and
New York State drinking-water standards (chem cal -specific ARARs) to

be met in the groundwater in a faster tine frane than Alternatives 1 and
2. Alternative 4, which includes active groundwater treatnment, would be
the nost effective alternative in reduci ng groundwat er contamn nant
concentrations.

Long- Term Ef fecti veness and Pernanence

Alternatives 1 (no action) and 2 (institutional controls) would not provide
reliable protection of human health and the environnment over tine.
Alternative 3 (soil hot spots excavation, former cooling pond cap, site

wi de surface cover, and nonitored natural attenuation of residua
groundwat er contam nation) and Alternative 4 (soil hot spots excavation
former cooling pond cap, site-w de surface cover, and groundwat er
extraction and treatnent) would be nore effective over the long-termthan
Al ternatives 1 and 2, because they woul d renpove the hot-spot areas of
contam nation. Alternative 4 would have the greatest effectiveness in
restoring groundwater quality. Alternative 3, which includes a hot-spot
excavation conponent, is expected to restore the aquifer to drinking

water quality in approximately ten years. Alternative 4, with both hot-spot
excavation and groundwat er extraction and treatnent conponents, is
expected to restore the aquifer to drinking water quality in approxinmately
five years.

The institutional controls associated with Alternatives 2 through 4 would
provi de an additional elenment of effectiveness in preventing exposure of
on-site and downgradi ent receptors to contam nated groundwat er

Under Alternatives 3 and 4, excavating the contami nated soil hot spots,

the installation of a cap over the former cooling pond, and the installation
of a site-wi de surface cover would substantially reduce the residual risk

of untreated waste on the Site by essentially isolating it fromcontact with
human and environmental receptors. The adequacy and reliability of the

cap and site-w de surface cover to provide long-termprotection from

waste remaining at the Site should be excellent.

The 6 NYCRR Part 360 cap and site-wi de surface cover would require
routine inspection and nmai ntenance to ensure |ong-term effectiveness
and pernanence. Routine mai ntenance, as a reliabl e nanagenent

control, would include nowi ng, fertilizing, reseeding and repairing any
potential erosion or burrow ng rodent damage.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune through Treat nment

Alternatives 1 (no action) and 2 (institutional controls) would rely solely
on nonitored natural attenuation to reduce the |levels of groundwater



contam nation. Alternative 3 (soil hot spots excavation, former cooling
pond cap, site-wi de surface cover, and nonitored natural attenuation of
resi dual groundwater contanination) would rely on nonitored natura
attenuation after excavation of the hot-spot areas of contanmi nation to
reduce the | evels of groundwater contam nation. Therefore, these
alternatives would not actively reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of
groundwat er contam nants through treatnent. Treating contani nated
groundwat er under Alternative 4 (soil hot spots excavation, forner
cooling pond cap, site-w de surface cover, and groundwater extraction
and treatnent) would reduce the toxicity, mobility, and vol ume of
contam nants through treatnent.

Excavati on and di sposal of the contam nated soil hot spots, the
installation of a cap on the fornmer cooling pond, and a site-w de surface
cover under Alternatives 3 and 4 would prevent further migration of and
potential exposure to these materials. In addition, under these
alternatives, all excavated TCA-contani nated soils would either be sent
off-site for treatnment/di sposal or treated on-site to 1 ng/kg for TCA and
used as backfill in the excavations.

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Alternatives 1 (no action) and 2 (institutional controls) do not include any
physi cal construction neasures in any areas of contam nation and,
therefore, do not present a risk to the comunity as a result of their

i mpl enentation. Alternatives 3 (soil hot spots excavation, forner cooling
pond cap, site-wi de surface cover, and nonitored natural attenuation of
resi dual groundwater contanination) and 4 (soil hot spots excavation

former cooling pond cap, site-w de surface cover, and groundwater
extraction and treatnent) involve excavating, noving, placing, and
regradi ng contam nated soils. Since Alternative 4 includes ex-situ
treatment of the extracted groundwater, it would generate quantities of
treat ment byproducts that would have to be handl ed by on-site workers

and renmoved off-site for treatnent/disposal. Alternative 4 also includes
the installation of extraction wells through potentially contani nated soils
and groundwater. Wile both of the action alternatives present sone risk
to on-site workers through dermal contact and inhal ation, these

exposures can be mnimzed by utilizing proper protective equi prent.

The vehicle traffic associated with the cap and surface cover

construction, and the off-site transport of contam nated soils could inpact
the | ocal roadway system and nearby residents through i ncreased noise

| evel . Under Alternatives 3 and 4, disturbance of the |and during
construction could affect the surface water hydrology of the Site. There
is a potential for increased stormvater runoff and erosion during
excavation and construction activities that would be properly nanaged to
prevent excessive water and sedi nent | oading.

It is estimated that Alternative 1 would require one nonth to inplenent,
since devel oping a | ong-term groundwater nonitoring programwould be

the only activity required. It is estimated that the inplenentation of
institutional controls under Alternative 2 would take an additional nonth
to inplement. Alternative 3 could be inplenented i n about one year
Alternative 4 woul d take an estinated two years to inplenent.

| mpl enentability
Perform ng routine groundwater nonitoring and effecting institutiona

controls are all actions that can be readily inplemented. These actions
are technically and adm nistratively feasible and require readily avail able



material s and services. Excavating and relocating the contam nated soil
transporting materials to an off-site treatnent/di sposal facility, installing
a cap and site-w de surface cover (Alternatives 3 and 4), and installing
extraction wells (Alternative 4), although nore difficult to inplenment than

the no-action alternative, can be acconplished using technol ogi es known

to be reliable and can be readily inplenmented. Equi prment, services and
materials for this work are readily avail able. These actions would al so be
adm nistratively feasible.

Air stripping (Alternative 4) is a process through which VOCs are
transferred fromthe aqueous phase to an air stream Air stripping has
been effectively used to renove over 99 percent of VOCs from
groundwat er at nunerous hazardous waste and spill sites.

Al ternative 4 involves the extraction of over one nmllion gallons per day
and, in order to handle this volune of water, installation of a pipeline to
t he Tioughnioga River. Alternative 4 also would involve the generation

of sludge requiring off-site disposal. These considerati ons nake
Alternative 4 nore difficult to inplenent in conparison to the other

al ternatives.

Cost

The present-worth costs for Alternatives 1 through 3 are cal cul ated using
a discount rate of 7 percent and a ten-year tine interval. The results of
nodel i ng indicate that groundwater could be reasonably expected to be
restored to drinking water standards via nonitored natural attenuation in
ten years. The present-worth cost for Alternative 4 is calculated using a
di scount rate of 7 percent and a five-year tinme interval. It is estimated
t hat groundwater coul d be reasonably expected to be restored to drinking
wat er standards via extraction and treatnment in five years. The estinmated
capital, annual O&M and present-worth costs for each of the alternatives
are presented bel ow.

Al ternative Capi t al Qperation and Present-Wrth
No. Cost Mai nt enance Cost Cost
1 $0 $60, 000 $440, 000
2 $0 $60, 000 $440, 000
3 $2, 720, 000 $60, 000 $3, 140, 000
4 $11, 755, 000 $2, 000, 000 $19, 830, 000

As can be seen by the cost estimates, Alternatives 1 and 2 (No Action and
Institutional Controls, respectively) are the least costly renedi es at

$440, 000. Alternative 4 (Downgradi ent Perineter G oundwater Recovery
and Treatnent) is the nost costly renmedy at $19, 830, 000.

St at e Accept ance
NYSDEC concurs with the sel ected renedy.
Communi ty Acceptance

Conments received during the public conment period indicate that the
public generally supports the selected renedy. Conments received



during the public conment period are sunmari zed and addressed in the
Responsi veness Sumary, which is attached as Appendix V to this
docunent .

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon an eval uation of the various alternatives, EPA and NYSDEC

have determi ned that Alternative 3 (contam nated soil hot spot excavation
and di sposal, installation of a cap on the forner cooling pond, a site-wide
surface cover, and groundwater nonitored natural attenuation) is an
appropriate renmedy for the Site. Specifically, this would involve the
fol |l owi ng:

. Excavation of all 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA)-contam nated soils
above 1 mlligram per kilogram (nmg/kg) in tw hot spot areas (one
i medi ately downgradi ent of the fornmer cooling pond in the
nonitoring well W06 area and the other corresponding with test pit
T-02) and PCB-contam nated soils above 10 ng/kg in two hot spot
areas (the northeast portion of the Site and the area of the gantry
crane in the central portion )2 . The actual extent of the excavations
and the volune of the excavated material will be based on post
excavation confirmatory sanpling. Clean or treated naterial wll be
used as backfill in the excavated areas.

. Consol i dation of all excavated soils with PCB concentrations |ess
than 50 ng/ kg onto the former cooling pond. Those soils with PCB
concentrations above 50 ng/kg will be sent off-site for
treat ment/di sposal at a Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)-

2 See Figure 3 for locations of the areas to be renedi at ed.

conpliant facility. Al excavated TCA-contam nated soils will either
be sent off-site for treatnent/di sposal or treated on-site to 1 ng/kg

for TCA and used as backfill in the excavations.

. Renoval and consolidated onto the former cooling pond of non-
hazardous debris |located on surface areas where the site-w de
surface cover will be installed and/or is conmmingled with the

excavat ed soil

. Pl acenent of a cap neeting the requirements of New York State 6
NYCRR Part 360 regul ations over the three-acre former cooling
pond. Prior to the construction of the cap, the consolidated soils,

non- hazardous debris, and existing fill materials will be regraded
and conpacted to provide a stable foundation and to pronote
runof f.

. Construction of a chain-link fence around the forner cooling pond
after it is capped.

. Pl acenent of a surface cover over the remmining areas of the Site
to prevent direct contact with residual l|evels of contaminants in Site
soils. The nature of the surface cover will be determi ned during the

renedi al desi gn phase.

. Moni tored natural attenuation to address the residual groundwater
contam nation in downgradi ent areas. As part of a long-term



groundwat er nonitoring program sanpling will be conducted in
order to verify that the | evel and extent of groundwater
contam nants are declining frombaseline conditions and that
conditions are protective of human health and t he environment.

. | mpl enent ati on of regrading and storm water managenent
i mprovenents to protect the integrity of the cap/surface cover.

. Enpl oynent of dust and VOC control /suppressi on neasures during
all construction and excavation activities, as necessary, pursuant
to state and federal guidance.

. Long-termnonitoring will evaluate the renedy's effectiveness. The
exact frequency, |ocation, and paraneters of groundwater
nonitoring will be determ ned during renedial design. Mnitoring
will include a network of groundwater nonitoring wells, including the

installation of new nonitoring wells (as necessary). Mnitoring wll
al so include several sedinent sanpling stations.

. Taki ng steps to secure institutional controls, such as deed
restrictions and contractual agreenments, as well as loca
ordi nances, |aws, or other governnent action, for the purpose of,
anmong ot her things, restricting the installation and use of
groundwat er wells at and downgradi ent of the Site, restricting
excavation or other activities which could affect the integrity of the
cap/site-wi de surface cover, and restricting residential use of the
property in order to reduce potential exposure to site-related
cont am nant s.

. Reeval uation of Site conditions at |east once every five years to
determine if a nodification to the selected alternative is necessary.

It is anticipated that excavation of the two PCB hot spot areas and the
installation of the site-wide surface cover on a portion of the Site will be
perfornmed pursuant to a Unilateral Administrative Order issued by EPA

in early March 1998.

Data indicate that the groundwater contamination in the nmonitoring wel
WO06 area is of an internmttent nature and that TCA | evels in groundwater
along the Site's downgradi ent perineter are present at relatively |ow

| evel s. These conditions, conbined with the renmoval of the TCA source
areas, extrenely high groundwater flow, and the presence of intrinsic
conditions favorable to contam nant degradation, is expected to lead to
the tinely groundwater restoration via nonitored natural attenuation (in
approxi nately 10 years), without relying on a costly groundwater
extraction and treatnent system

I f, however, nonitored natural attenuation does not appear to be
successful in renediating the groundwater, then nore active renedi a
neasures woul d be considered. EPA may al so i nvoke a wai ver of
groundwat er Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

(ARARs) if the remedi ation programand further nonitoring data indicate
t hat reachi ng Maxi mrum Contam nant Levels (MCLs) in the aquifer is
technically inpracticable.

The selected alternative will provide the best bal ance of trade-offs anong
alternatives with respect to the evaluating criteria. EPA and NYSDEC
believe that the selected alternative will be protective of human health



and the environnent, will conply with ARARs, will be cost-effective, and
will utilize pernmanent solutions to the maxi mum extent practicable

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

As was previously noted, CERCLA 8121(b)(1), 42 U.S.C 89621(b)(1),
mandat es that a renedial action nust be protective of human health and
t he environnent, cost-effective, and utilize pernmanent solutions and
alternative treatnent technol ogies or resource recovery technologies to
t he maxi mum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a
preference for remedi al actions which enploy treatnment to pernmanently
and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity, or nobility of the hazardous
subst ances, pollutants, or contam nants at a site. CERCLA 8121(d), 42

U S.C. 89621(d), further specifies that a renedial action nmust attain a
degree of cleanup that satisfies ARARs under federal and state |aws,

unl ess a wai ver can be justified pursuant to CERCLA §121(d)(4), 42

U S.C 89621(d)(4).

For the reasons di scussed bel ow, EPA has determ ned that the sel ected
renedy neets the requirenments of CERCLA 8121, 42 U.S.C. 89621

Protection of Human Heal th and t he Environnent

The sel ected renedy protects human health and the environnment by

reduci ng levels of contami nants in the groundwater and soil through
extraction and treatnent, respectively, as well as through the

i npl enentation of institutional controls. The selected renedy will provide
overal |l protection by reducing the toxicity, mobility, and vol une of
contam nation and by neeting federal and state MCLs.

Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents
of Environnental Laws

While there are no federal or New York State soil ARARs for VOCs, one
of the renedial action goals is to neet TAGM obj ectives. The sel ected
renmedy will nmeet soil TAGM objectives in the soil source areas.

As the aquifer is usable, federal MCLs and state drinking water standards
are ARARs. The selected renmedy will be effective in nmeeting these

ARARs, since it includes excavation of the source areas in conbination
with nonitored natural attenuation of the groundwater 3.

A summary of action-specific, chemcal-specific, and | ocation-specific
ARARs which will be conplied with during inplenentation is presented
below. A listing of the individual chem cal-specific ARARs is presented
in Tables 11 and 12.

Acti on-specific ARARs:

. 6 NYCRR Part 257, Air Quality Standards

. 6 NYCRR Part 373, Fugitive Dusts

. 40 CFR 50, Air Quality Standards



. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Chemi cal - speci fi ¢ ARARs:

. Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) MCLs and MCL Goal s (MCLGs) 40
CFR Part 141
. 6 NYCRR Parts 700-705 G oundwater and Surface Water Quality

Regul ati ons
. 10 NYCRR Part 5 State Sanitary Code
Locati on-specific ARARs:
. Cl ean Water Act Section 404, 33 U.S.C. 1344
. National Hi storic Preservation Act
3 Because data indicate that TCA contam nation in the groundwater is
intermttent, the renoval of TCA source areas, extrenely high groundwater
flow, and the presence of intrinsic conditions favorable to contamn nant

degradation, is expected to lead to tinely groundwater restoration via
nonitored natural attenuation.

QG her Criteria, Advisories, or Guidance To Be Consi dered:

. New York Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sedi nent Contro
. New York State Air Cleanup Criteria, January 1990
. New York State Technical and Adm nistrative Qui dance

Menor andum ( TAGV)
. New York State Air Guide-1
Cost - Ef f ecti veness

The sel ected renedy provides for overall effectiveness in proportion to
its cost and in mtigating the principal risks posed by contani nated soi
and groundwater. The estinated cost for the selected renedy has a
capital cost of $2,720,000, annual operation and mai ntenance of $60, 000,
and a 10-year present-worth cost of $3, 140, 000.

Uilization of Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnment
Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicable

The selected renedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative
treatment technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable by the
excavation and di sposal of source area soils.

Preference for Treatnent as a Principal El enent

The selected renmedy's utilization of on- or off-site treatnent/disposal of
t he TCA-contam nated source area soils and off-site treatnent/di sposa

of source area soils exceeding 50 ng/kg PCBs satisfies the statutory
preference for renmedi es enploying treatnent that permanently and
significantly reduces the toxicity, nmobility, or volune of hazardous

subst ances.



DOCUNMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes fromthe sel ected alternative presented
in the Proposed Pl an.
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TABLE 1 SURFACE SO L SAMPLI NG DATA
TABLE 2 PCB SO L SAMPLI NG DATA ( NORTHEAST PORTI ON OF SI TE)
TABLE 3 SUBSURFACE SO L SAMPLI NG DATA
TABLE 4 GROUNDWATER SAMPLI NG DATA
TABLE 5 SUMVARY OF ALL GROUNDWATER SAMPLI NG DATE FOR TCA
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TABLE 8 REFERENCE DOSES FOR COVPOUNDS OF CONCERN
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TABLE 10 SUMVARY OF NON- CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS (HI DATA)



TABLE 11
TABLE 12
TABLE 13
TABLE 14
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<I MG
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SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SUMVARY OF CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS

FEDERAL NMAXI MUM CONTAM NANT LEVELS FOR DRI NKI NG WATER
STATE MAXI MUM CONTAM NANT LEVELS FOR DRI NKI NG WATER
NYSDEC TAGM OBJECTI VES FOR VOLATILE ORGANICS I N SO L
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98006C4>

98006C5>

98006C6>

98006C7>



<I MG

<I MG

<I MG

<I MG

<I MG

<I MG

<I MG

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

98006C8>

98006C9>

98006D>

98006D1>

98006D2>

98006D3>

98006D4>

98006D5>

98006D6>

98006D7>

98006D8>

98006D9>
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<I MG SRC 98006E1>

<I MG SRC 98006E2>

<I MG SRC 98006E3>

<I MG SRC 98006E4>

<I MG SRC 98006E5>

TABLE 2

SUPPLEMENTAL SO L CHARACTERI ZATI ON OF POTENTI AL PCB AREA
NOVEMBER/ DECEMBER 1993
ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

PCB FI ELD SCREENI NG RESULTS

Bori ng
I dentification P-1 P-2
P-4 P-5
Interval (ft) Result (ppn) Interval (ft) Result (ppm

(ppmM Interval (ft) Result (ppm Interval (ft) Result (ppm

0-1 >1, <25 0-1 >1, <25
<25 0-1 >1, <25 0-1 >1, >25

1-2 >1, <25 1-2 <1
1-2 <1 0-1 (Dup) >1, >25

2-3 >1, >25 2-3 <1
2-3 <1 1-2 >1, >25

3-4 <1
2-3 >1, >25

4-5 <1
3-4 No Recovery
4-5 No Recoveny

I nt erval

P-3

(ft) Result

>1,
<1

<1



5-6 >1, >25
6-7 >1, <25
7-8 >1, <25
Total Depth 5.0 3.0
3.0 10.0
Drilled (ft)
Bori ng
I dentification P- 6 P-7
P-9 P-10
Interval (ft) Result (ppn) Interval (ft) Result (ppm
(ppmM Interval (ft) Result (ppm Interval (ft) Result (ppm
0-1 >1, >25 0-1 <1
>25 0-1 >1, >25 0-1 <1
1-2 >1, >25 1-2 <1
>25 1-2 <1 1-2 <1
2-3 >1, <25 2-3 NR
2-3 <1
3-4 <1 3-4 <1
4-5 NR 4-5 <1
5-6 <1 4-5 (Dup) <1
6-7 <1
6-7 (Dup) <1
Total Depth
Drilled (ft) 10.0 8.0
10.0 10.0
(See Notes on Page 2)
0294840LOF
21- Apr-94
TABLE 2
SUPPLEMENTAL SO L CHARACTERI ZATI ON OF POTENTI AL PCB AREA
NOVEMBER/ DECEMBER 1993
ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK
PCB FI ELD SCREENI NG RESULTS
Bori ng
I dentification P-11 P-12
Interval (ft) Result (ppm Interval (ft) Result (ppm
(ppm
0-1 >1, <25 0-1 >1, <25
1-2 >1, <25 1-2 <1
1-2 (Dup) >1, <25 2-3 <1
2-3 <1 3-4 <1
3-4 <1 4-5 >1, <25
3-4 (Dup) <1 5-6 <1
4-5 <1 6-7 <1

3.0
P-8
Interval (ft) Result
0-1 >1,
1-2 >1,
2-3 <1
3-4 <1
4-5 <1
10.0
1 of 2
P-13
Interval (ft) Result
0-1 <1
1-2 <1
2-3 <1



4-5 (Dup) <1 6-7 (Dup) <1
5-6 <1 7-8 <1
Total Depth
Drilled (ft) 10.0 9.0 10.0
Not es:
ppm = Parts per mllion.
Dup = Duplicate sanple.
>1 = Greater than 1 ppm
<25 = Less than 25 ppm
NR = No recovery of soil in the split barrel sanpler.
0294840LOF 2 of 2 21-
Apr-94
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<I MG

<I MG

<I MG

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

98006F7>

98006F8>

98006F9>

98006

98006GL>

98006G&2>

98006G3>

98006A>

98006Gh>

98006G6>

98006Gr>

98006G8>

980060>

98006H>

98006H1>

98006H2>



<I MG

<I MG

<I MG

<I MG

<I MG

<I MG

<I MG
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<I MG

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC

SRC
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98006H4>
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98006H6>
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<I MG

<I MG

<I MG

SRC 980061 7>

SRC 980061 8>

SRC 980061 9>

SRC 98006J>

SRC 98006J1>

SRC 98006J2>

SRC 98006J3>

TABLE 4
GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS
EVENT 1
GENERAL WATER QUALI TY PARAMETERS
MAY 1991
ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK
Conpound W1 W2 W02 Dup.
Total Alkalinity 89 223 222
Bi ochemi cal Oxygen Demand <2.0 <2.0 <2.0
Total Organic Carbon <1.0 1.8 2.1
Chem cal Oxygen Demand 10 22 19
Total Hardness 143 502 473
Filterabl es Residue (180°C) 181 491 510
Non- Fi |l terabl e Residue (103°C) 298 1, 350 786
Sul fate 76 284 320
Silicon Dioxide 8.8 17 8.6



Not es:

Al'l concentrations and detection levels are reported as ng/L equivalent to parts per
(ppm) . o , ,
Dup. - indicates field duplicate.

The < sign indicates the conpound was anal yzed for but not detected.

4/ 23/ 94
19917013G

<I MG SRC 98006J4>

<I MG SRC 98006J5>

<I MG SRC 98006J6>

<I MG SRC 98006J7>

<I MG SRC 98006J8>

<I MG SRC 98006J9>

New York State

St andar ds/ Gui ddan
Conpound
W 22 co Val ues

TABLE 4
GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS - EVENT 2
SEM VCOLATI LE ORGANI CS
FEBRUARY 1992

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

W 18
MCLs/
W 15 W 16 W17 W 18 Dup. W19 W 20
MCLGs

mllion

W21



Phenol

<12 1a

Bi s(2-Chl oroet hyl ) Et her
<12 1.0

2- Chl or opheno

<12 1la

1, 3- Di chl or obenzene
<12 5

1, 4- Di chl or obenzene
<12 4.7
Benzyl Al coho

<12

1, 2- Di chl or obenzene
<12 4.7

2- Met hyl pheno

<12 1la

Bi s(2-Chl orol sopropyl ) Et her
<12 5

4- Met hyl pheno

<12 1la

N-Ni t roso-di - n- Propyl am ne
<12

Hexachl or oet hane

<12 5

Ni t r obenzene

<12 5

| sophor one

<12 50 (G
2-Ni t r ophenol

<12 1la

2,4 Di et hyl pheno

<12 1la
Benzoic Acid

<62

Bi s(2- Chol or oet hoxy) Met hane
<12 5

2, 4-Di chl or ohpeno

<12 1la
1,2,4-Trichl orobenzene
<12 5
Napht hal ene

<12 10 (G
4-Chl oroaniti ne

<12 5
Hexachl or obut adl ene
<12 5

4- Chl or o- 3- Met hyl pheno
<12 1la

2- Met hyl napht hal ene
<12

Hexachl or ocycl opent adl ene

<12
2,4,6-Trichl oropheno
<12 1a

Not es on Page 3 of 3

4/ 20/ 94
25941013G

<12
<12
<12
<12
<12

750/ 750 (G)

<12
<12

600/ 600 (G)

<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<62
<12
<12
<12
70/ 70 (O
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12

50/ 50 (G
<12

<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<59
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12

<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<62
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12

<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<62
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12

<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<62
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12

1 of 3

<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<62
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12
<12

<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<56
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11
<11

<11

<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<91
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18
<18



TABLE 4 (Cont.)
GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS - EVENT 2
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
FEBRUARY 1992

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

New York State

W18

St andar ds/ Gui ddan MCLs/

Conpound W 15 W 16 W17 W18 Dup. W19 W 20 W21
W22 co Val ues MCLGs
2,4,5-Trichl or ophenol <62 <59 <62 <62 <62 <62 <56 <91
<62 1la
2- Chl or onapht hal ene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 10 (G
2-Nitroaniline <62 <59 <62 <62 <62 <62 <56 <91
<62 5
Di net hyl Pht hal at e <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 50 (G
Acenapht hyl ene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12
2,6-Dinitrotol uene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 5
3-Nitroaniline <62 <59 <62 <62 <62 <62 <56 <91
<62 5
Acenapht hene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 20 (Q
2, 4-Di ni trophenol <62 <59 <62 <62 <62 <62 <56 <91
<62 1la
4-Ni trophenol <62 <59 <62 <62 <62 <62 <56 <91
<62 1la
Di benzof uran <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12
2,4-Dinitrotol uene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 5
Di et hyl pht hal ate <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 50 (G
4- Chl or ophenyl - phenyl et her <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12
Fl uor ene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 50 (G
4-Ni troaniline <62 <59 <62 <62 <62 <62 <56 <91
<62 5
4,6-Dinitro-2-Mthyl phenol <62 <59 <62 <62 <62 <62 <56 <91
<62 1la
N- Ni t rosodi phenyl am ne (1) <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 50 (G
4- Br onmophenyl - phenyl et her <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12
Hexachl or obenzene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 0. 35 1/0 (Q
Pent achl or ophenol <62 <59 <62 <62 <62 <62 <56 <91
<62 1la 1/0 (Q
Phenant hr ene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18

<12 50 (G



Ant hr acene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 50 (G 50

Di - n- Butyl pht hal ate <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 50

Fl uor ant hene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 50 (G

Pyr ene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 50 (G

Not es on Page 3 of 3
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TABLE 4 (Cont.)
GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS - EVENT 2
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
FEBRUARY 1992

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

New York State

W 18

St andar ds/ Gui dan MCLs/

Conpound W 15 W 16 W17 W 18 Dup. W 19 W 20 W21
W22 co Val ues MCLGs
But yl benzyl pht hal at e <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 50 (Q 100/0 (Q
3,3 a -Dichl orobenzi di ne <25 <24 <25 <25 <25 <25 <22 <36
<25 5
Benzo( a) Ant hr acene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 0.002 (Q 0.1/0 (G
Chrysene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 0.002 (Q 0.2/0 (G
Bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) Pht hal ate <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 50 6/0.0 (G
Di -n-Cctyl Phthal ate <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 50 (G
Benzo( b) Fl uor ant hene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 0.002 (Q 0.2/0 (G
Benzo( k) Fl uor ant hene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 0.002 (Q 0.2/0 (G
Benzo(a) Pyrene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 ND 0.2/0 (G
I ndeno(1, 2, 3-cd) Pyrene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 0.002 (Q 0.4/0 (G
Di benz(a, h) Ant hracene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12 0.3/0 (G
Benzo(g, h,i) Peryl ene <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <12 <11 <18
<12

TOTAL TIC 535J 778J 17J



Not es:

Al'l concentrations, detection |evels, standard val ues, guidance val ues, and MCLs/ MCLGs are
reportedd as ug/L

equival lent to parts per billion (ppb).

Dup. - Indicates field duplicate.

The < sign indicates the conpound was anal yzed for but not detected.

(1) - This conpound cannot be separated from D phenyl am ne.

a The standard value of pg/L applies to the maximumlinmt for the sumof all Phenolic conpound
concentrations.

TIC - Tentatively ldentified Conpounds.

ND - Non-detect abl e.

J - Indicates an estimted val ue.

Ref er ences:

St andard and gui dance val ues are according to New York State Departnent of Environnental
Conservati on ( NYSDEC),

Di vision of Water Technical and Qperation Guidance Series (1.1.1),

Anbl ent Water Quality Standards and CGui dance Val ues {designated by (G], October 1993.

MCLs [ Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s] andd MCLGs [ Maxi mum contam nant Level Goals, designated by
(GQ] according to the

Code of Federal Regul ations, Protection of Environnment 40,

Part 141, July 1, 1991, and the Drinking Water Regul ations and Heal th Advisories, Ofice of
Water, U. S.

Envi ronnental Protection Agency, Decenber 1993.

Not es on Page 3 of 3
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TABLE 4
GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS - EVENT 2
PESTI CI DES/ PCBs
FEBRUARY 1992

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

New York State
St andar ds/ Gui dance

Conpound W0l W02 W 02 Dup. W 03 W04  WO05 W 06 Val ues
MCLs/ MCLGs

Arocl or-1016 <0.62 <0.62 <0. 62 <0.56 <0.54 <0.62 <0.58 0.1 a
0.5/0 (G a

Arocl or-1221 <0.62 <0.62 <0. 62 <0.56 <0.54 <0.62 <0.58 0.1 a
0.5/0 (G a

Arocl or-1232 <0.62 <0.62 <0. 62 <0.56 <0.54 <0.62 <0.58 0.1 a
0.5/0 (G a

Arocl or-1242 <0.62 <0.62 <0. 62 <0.56 <0.54 <0.62 <0.58 0.1 a
0.5/0 (G a

Arocl or-1248 <0.62 <0.62 <0. 62 <0.56 <0.54 <0.62 <0.58 0.1 a



0.5/0 (G a
Arocl or-1254
0.5/0 (G a
Arocl or-1260
0.5/0 (G a

<1.2
<1.2

Not es on Page 7 of 7
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Conpound

Arocl or-1016
2roclor—1221
2roclor—1232
2roclor—1242
2roclor—1248
2r0c|0r-1254

a
Arocl or-1260
a

W07
<0. 62
<0. 62
<0. 62
<0. 62
<0. 62

<1.2

Not es on Page 7 of 7
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Conpound

W12

<1.2
<1.2

W 08

<0. 62J
<0. 62J
<0. 62J
<0. 62J
<0. 62J
<1.2J
<1.2J

W13

<1.2 <1.1 <1.1 <1.2
<1.2 <1.1 <1.1 <1.2
1 of 7

TABLE 4 (Cont.)

GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS
PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs
FEBRUARY 1992

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

w09 W10 W11 W11 Dup.
<0.62 <0.56 <0.62 <0. 62
<0.62 <0.56 <0.62 <0. 62
<0.62 <0.56 <0.62 <0. 62
<0.62 <0.56 <0.62 <0. 62
<0.62 <0.56 <0.62 <0. 62
<1.2 <1l.1 <1.2 <1.2
<1.2 <1l.1 <1.2 <1.2

2 of 7

TABLE 4 (Cont.)

GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS -

PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs
FEBRUARY 1992

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

New York State
St andar ds/ Gui dance

Wi4 W15 W 16 W17

<1.2
<1.2

EVENT 2

New York State
St andar ds/ Gui dance

Val ues

EVENT 2

Val ues

0.

e @ o o o ©

1

1

a

a

0.1 a
0.1 a

MCLs/ MCLGs
.5/0 (O
.5/0 (O
.5/0 (O
.5/0 (O
.5/0 (O
.5/0 (O

o O o o o o o

.5/0 (G

MCLs/ MCLGs



Arocl or-1016 <0.62 <0.62 <0.62 <0.56 <0.56 <0.56 0.1 a 0.5/0 (G a
Arocl or-1221 <0.62 <0.62 <0.62 <0.56 <0.56 <0.56 0.1 a 0.5/0 (G a
Arocl or-1232 <0.62 <0.62 <0.62 <0.56 <0.56 <0.56 0.1 a 0.5/0 (G a
Arocl or-1242 <0.62 <0.62 <0.62 <0.56 <0.56 <0.56 0.1 a 0.5/0 (G a
Arocl or-1248 <0.62 <0.62 <0.62 <0.56 <0.56 <0.56 0.1 a 0.5/0 (G a
Arocl or - 1254 <1.2 <1.2 <1.2 <1.1 <1.1 <1.1 0.1 a 0.5/0 (G a
Arocl or-1260 <1.2 <1.2 <1.2 <1.1 <1.1 <1.1 0.1 a 0.5/0 (G a

Not es on Page 7 of 7
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TABLE 4 (Cont.)
GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS - EVENT 2
PESTI CI DES/ PCBs
FEBRUARY 1992
ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK
New York State
St andar ds/ Gui dance
Conpound W18 W18 Dup. W19 W 20 W21 W22 Val ues MCLs/ MCLGs
Arocl or-1016 <0. 56 <0. 56 <0.56 <0.62 <1.1 <0. 56 0.1 a 0.5/0 (Q
a
Arocl or-1221 <0. 56 <0. 56 <0.56 <0.62 <1.1 <0. 56 0.1 a 0.5/0 (Q
a
Arocl or-1232 <0. 56 <0. 56 <0.56 <0.62 <1.1 <0. 56 0.1 a 0.5/0 (Q
a
Arocl or-1242 <0. 56 <0. 56 <0.56 <0.62 <1.1 <0. 56 0.1 a 0.5/0 (Q
a
Arocl or-1248 <0. 56 <0. 56 <0.56 <0.62 <1.1 <0. 56 0.1 a 0.5/0 (Q
a
Arocl or- 1254 <1.1 <1.1 <1.1 <1.2 <2.2 <1.1 0.1 a 0.5/0 (Q
a
Arocl or-1260 <1.1 <1.1 <1.1 <1.2 <2.2 <1.1 0.1 a 0.5/0 (Q
a

Not es on Page 7 of 7
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TABLE 4 (Cont.)

GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS - EVENT 2
PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs
FEBRUARY 1992

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

New York State



St andar ds/ Gui dance

0.2/0.2
0.4/0

0.2/0

2/ 2(G)

40/ 40

2/0 (Q
2/0 (Q
3/0

Conpound W15 W16 W17 Val ues
MCLs/ MCLGs
al pha- BHC <0. 056 <0. 056 <0. 056 ND
bet a- BHC <0. 056 <0. 056 <0. 056 ND
del t a- BHC <0. 056 <0. 056 <0. 056 ND
ganma- BHC( Li ndane) <0. 056 <0. 056 <0. 056 ND
(G
Hept achl or <0. 056 <0. 056 <0. 056 ND
(G
Aldrin <0. 056 <0. 056 <0. 056 ND
Hept achl or epoxi de <0. 056 <0. 056 <0. 056 ND
(G
Endosul fan | <0. 056 <0. 056 <0. 056
Dieldrin <0.11 <0.11 <0.11 ND
4, 4' - DDE <0. 11 <0. 11 <0. 11 ND
Endrin <0.11 <0.11 <0.11 ND
Endosul fan 11 <0.11 <0.11 <0.11
4,4' - DDD <0. 11 <0. 11 <0. 11 ND
Endosul fan sul fate <0.11 <0.11 <0.11
4,4' -DDT <0. 11 <0. 11 <0. 11 ND
Met hoxychl or <0. 56 <0. 56 <0. 56 35
(G
Endrin ketone <0.11 <0.11 <0.11 5
al pha- chl or dane <0. 56 <0. 56 <0. 56 0.1b
b
ganma- chl or dane <0. 56 <0. 56 <0. 56 0.1b
b
Toxaphene <1.1 <1.1 <1.1 ND
(G
Not es on Page 7 of 7
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TABLE 4 (Cont.)

GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS - EVENT 2
PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs
FEBRUARY 1992
ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK
New York State
St andar ds/ Gui dance

Conpound W18 W 18 Dup. W19 W 20 W21 W22 Val ues
MCLs/ MCLGs
al pha- BHC <0. 056 <0. 056 <0.056 <0.062 <0.11 <0. 056 ND
bet a- BHC <0. 056 <0. 056 <0.056 <0.062 <0.11 <0. 056 ND
del t a- BHC <0. 056 <0. 056 <0.056 <0.062 <0.11 <0. 056 ND
ganma- BHC( Li ndane) <0. 056 <0. 056 <0.056 <0.062 <0.11 <0. 056 ND
0.2/0.2 (G
Hept achl or <0. 056 <0. 056 <0. 056 <0.062 <0.11 <0. 056 ND
0.4/0 (Q
Al drin <0. 056 <0. 056 <0.056 <0.062 <0.11 <0. 056 ND



Hept achl or epoxi de <0. 056 <0. 056 <0.056 <0.062 <0.11 <0. 056 ND

0.2/0 (G

Endosul fan | <0. 056 <0. 056 <0.056 <0.062 <0.11 <0. 056

Dieldrin <0.11 <0.11 <0.11 <0.12 <0. 22 <0.11 ND

4,4' - DDE <0.11 <0.11 <0.11 <0.12 <0. 22 <0.11 ND

Endri n <0.11 <0.11 <0.11 <0.12 <0. 22 <0.11 ND 2/ 2
(9

Endosul fan 11 <0.11 <0.11 <0.11 <0.12 <0. 22 <0.11

4,4' - DDD <0.11 <0.11 <0.11 <0.12 <0. 22 <0.11 ND

Endosul fan sul fate <0. 11 <0.11 <0.11 <0.12 <0. 22 <0.11

4, 4" -DDT <0.11 <0.11 <0.11 <0.12 <0. 22 <0.11 ND

Met hoxychl or <0. 56 <0. 56 <0. 56 <0. 62 <1.1 <0. 56 35

40/ 40 (G

Endri n ket one <0.11 <0.11 <0.11 <0.12 <0. 22 <0.11 5

al pha-chl or done <0. 56 <0. 56 <0. 56 <0. 62 <1.1 <0. 56 0.1b 2/0
(G b

ganma- chl or dane <0. 56 <0. 56 <0. 56 <0. 62 <1.1 <0. 56 0.1b 2/0
(G b

Toxaphene <1.1 <1.1 <1.1 <1.2 <2.2 <1.1 ND 3/0
(9

Not es on Page 7 of 7
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TABLE 4 (Cont.)
GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS - EVENT 2
PESTI Cl DES/ PCBs
FEBRUARY 1992
ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK
Not es:
Al'l concentrations, detection |levels, standard val ues, guidance val ues, MCLs, and MCLGs are
reported as ug/L equivalent to parts per billion (ppb).
Dup. - indicates field duplicate.

The < sign Indicates the conpound was anal yzed for but not detected.
a The standard val ue and MCLs/ MCLGs apply to the maximumlinit for the sumof all Aroclor
concentrations.
b The standard val ue and MCLs/ MCLGs apply to chl ordane.
J - Indicates and estinmated val ue.
ND - Non-detectable concentration by the approved anal ytical nethods referenced in section 700.3
of 6 NYCRA Parts 700-705, Water Quality Regul ations.
- Did not analyze for this parameter.
Bol d I ndi cat es NYSDEC standard exceeded; shadi ng indicates federal MCL exceeded.

Ref er ences:

St andard and gui dance val ues are according to New York State Departnent of Environnenta
Conservation (NYSDEC), Division of Water Technical and Qperation

CGui dance Series (1.1.1) Anbient Water Quality Standards and Gui dance Val ues [designated by (§],
Oct ober 1993.

MCLs [ Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s] and MCLGs [ Maxi mum cont anm nant Level Goals, designated by (Q]
according to the Code of Federal Regul ations, Protection



of Environment 40, Part 141, July 1, 1991, and the Drinking Water Regul ati ons and Health
Advi sories, Ofice of Water, U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency, Decenber
1993.
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29941013G 7 of 7

<I MG SRC 98006K>

<I MG SRC 98006K1>

<I MG SRC 98006K2>
kI MG SRC 98006k3

<I MG SRC 98006k4>

<I MG SRC 98006k5>

<I MG SRC 98006k6>

<I MG SRC 98006k7>

<I MG SRC 98006k8>

<I MG SRC 98006k9>

<I MG SRC 98006L>

<I MG SRC 98006L1>

<I MG SRC 98006L2>



TABLE 4

GROUND- WATER ANALYTI CAL RESULTS - EVENT 5
| NORGANI CS
JUNE 1993

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

Not es:

Al'l concentrations, detection |evels, standard val ues, guidance val ues, and MCLs/ MCLGs/ SMCLs are
reported as ug/L equivalent to parts

per billion (ppb).
The < sign Indicates the conpound was anal yzed for but not detected.

B - Indicates a value greater than or equal to the Instrunent detection limt but less than the
contract required detection limt.

E - Indicates a value estinated or not reported due to the presence of Interference.

S - Indicates value determ ned by Method of Standard Addition.

J - Indicates an estimted val ue.

R - Indicates the associ ated val ue I's unusabl e.

a - Applies to the sumof Iron (maxi nrum 300 ug/L) and nanganese.
Bol d I ndi cat es NYSDEC st andards or gui dance val ue exceeded; shading |ndicates federal MCLs/SMCLs
exceeded.

Ref er ences:

St andard and Gui dance val ues are according the New York State Departnent of Environnental
Conservation, Division of Water Techni cal

and Operation Quidance Series Anbient Water Quality Standards and Cui dance Val ues [ desi gnat ed
by (G], COctober 1993.

MCLs [ Maxi mum Cont anmi nant Level s], MCLGs [ Maxi mum Contam nant Level Goals, designated by (Q],
and SMCLs [ Secondary Maxi mum

Cont am nant Levels, designated by (S)] according to the Code of Federal Regul ations, Protection
of Environment 40, Part 141, July 1, 1991,

and the Drinking Water Regul ations and Heal th Advisories, Ofice of Water, U.S. Environnental
Protecti on Agency. Decenber 1993.
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Table 5

Sunmary of Analytical Data (Detects only) for TCA Concentration in G oundwater
Rosen Site
Cortland, New York

Sanpl i ng
Dat e Onsite Wells Downgr adi ent Wl |s Ofsite Wlls
W 05 W 06 WOl W 02 W 03 W 10 W11 W 16 W17 W 18
W 19
5/ 91 (4) 3400 D 19 120 D (4) 73 270 D NA NA NA

NA



Not es:

7 1100 D 40 D 190 D 8
NA 100 NA NA NA
24 D) 110 DJ 41 DJ 1203  ND
(2) 15 68 26 (0.78 J)
NA 5000 D (3.7) 16 9.4
NA 1000 D 7.4 22D 8.5
NA 240 NA 30 D NA

Concentrations reported in ug/L (equivalent to ppb).

O Concentration detected, but

not above state or fede

I ndi cates estimated val ue.
D I ndi cates sanple dilution occurred during anal ysis.
NA  Not anal yzed.
ND Not detected above nethod detection limt.

95% Upper

Bound
Chemi cal (a)

Concentration (c)

TABLE 6

CHEM CAL OF I NTEREST I N ON-SI TE GROUND WATER

UPPER QUTWASH

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK
Frequency
of Range of Sanple
RME
Det ecti on Concentrati ons

Concentration (d)

Organi cs

1, 1- DI CHLOROETHANE 22/ 28 ND - 0. 425
7. 80E- 02 7. 80E- 02

1, 1- DI CHLOROETHENE 14/ 28 ND - 0.013
3. 00E- 03 3. 00E- 03

1,1, 1- TRI CHLORCETHANE 26/ 28 ND - 3.1
4. 08E-01 4. 08E-01

1, 2- DI CHLOROETHANE 5/ 28 ND - 0. 029
1. 00E- 03 1. 00E- 03

1, 2- DI CHLOROETHENE (total) 5/ 28 ND - 0. 056
1. 00E- 02 . 00E- 02

ACETONE 2/ 28 ND - 0.017
2. 80E- 02 . 70E- 02

AROCLOR 1254 2/ 24 ND - 0.011
2. 20E- 02 . 10E- 02

BROMOFORM 2/ 28 ND - 0.0002
6. 00E- 03 . O0E- 04

CHLOROVETHANE 4/ 28 ND - 0.014
7. 00E- 03 . 00E- 03

190 D 390 D 36
NA NA NA
110 D 160 J 23
100 D 84 D 38
46 65 23
88 45 D 22
NA 41 NA
ral standards.
Arithnetic

Concentration (b)

N b~ PN DN DS

Mean

. 30E- 02
. 27E-03
. 00E- 01
. 00E- 03
. 60E- 03
. 00E- 02
. 28E-03
. 47E- 03
. 00E- 03

16 J
NA

(2.3)

28

68 DJ
38
(3.6)
25

30 D

St andard

Devi ati on

© ©O© N DN

.01E-01
. 42E- 03
. 99E- 01
. 00E- 03
. 40E- 02
. 90E- 02
. 27E-03
. 00E- 03
. 00E- 03



CHLORCETHANE

4. 00E- 03
CHLORCOFORM

1. 00E- 03
ETHYLBENZENE

8. 00E- 03
VETHYLENE CHLORI DE
1. 50E- 02
TETRACHLCOROETHENE
1. 00E- 02

TOLUENE

1.51E-01

TRI CHLOROCETHENE
1. 80E- 02

XYLENES

7.20E-02

I norgani cs

ALUM NUM
2. 80E+01
ANTI MONY
2. 90E-02
ARSENI C
3. 70E-02
BARI UM
3. 00E-01
CADM UM
2.50E-02
CHROM UM
8. 00E- 02
COBALT

3. 00E- 02
COPPER
1. 70E-01
LEAD

4. 10E-01
MANGANESE
3. 00E+00
VERCURY
5. 50E- 04
NI CKEL

1. O6E- 04
VANADI UM
7.40E-02
ZI NC

4. 20E-01

Not es:

o w b

w 00 N W W N DN

w

3/

. 00E- 03

2/

. O0E- 04

4/

. 00E- 03

4/

. 50E- 02

8/

. 00E- 02

4/

.51E-01

22/

. 80E-02

5/

. 20E- 02

24/

. 80E+01

4/

. 90E- 02

5/

. 70E- 02

23/

. 00E- 01

11/

. 50E- 02

21/

. 00E- 02

7/

. 00E- 02

21/

. 70E-01

22/

. 10E-01

24/

. 00E+00

8/

. 50E- 04

17/

. 06E-01

9/

. 40E- 02

24/

. 20E-01

28
28
28
28
28
28
28
28

24
24
11
24
24
24
24
24
22
24
24
24
24
24

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

0. 0511
ND

ND

ND

ND

ND
0.01
0. 0025
0. 0015
0. 0025
0. 0001
0.01
0. 015
0. 0104

0.
0.0
0.
0.
0.

0
0

0.1
0.
0.

0.0

0.
0.

7

0.0

0
0.

1

023
003
071
096
079
1.5
.15

.71

67
045
116
614
898
0.2
102
571
2.7
. 58
023
. 23
278
13

. 40E- 03
. 00E- 03
. 30E- 03
. 00E- 03
. 10E- 03
. 10E- 02
. 00E- 03
. 50E- 02

. 87E+01
. 80E-02
. 60E- 02
. 20E-01
. 60E- 02
. 02E- 02
. 03E-02
. 04E-01
. 67E-01
. 20E+00
. O0E- 04
. 50E- 02
. 80E-02
. 80E-01

(a) Al'l concentrations reported in ng/L. Concentrations reflect anal ytica

sanmpl es from

all on-site nonitoring wells screened in the upper outwash. A sanple size |less than 24 for

i nor gani cs

i ndicates rejection of sanple results by Q¥ QC review. Data shown here are for

MM 3,

MW 5 t hrough MV 8,
(b) One-half the detection limt

gui dance.

and MM 10 t hrough MW 14,
is used as a proxy concentration for

P W NN

N O DN

non- det ects per

. 00E- 03
. 00E- 03
. 26E-02
. 90E- 02
. 63E-02
. 69E- 01
. 7T7TE-02
. 27E-01

. 20E+01
. 70E- 02
. 20E- 02
. 81E-01
. 30E- 02
. 30E- 02
. 10E- 02
. 40E- 01
. 40E- 01
. 00E+00
. 20E- 04
. 40E- 02
. 20E- 02
. 30E-01

results of unfiltered

MM 1 t hrough

USEPA

(c) Based on student's T-distribution with n-1 degrees of freedom al pha=0.025 in each tail

(d) The I esser of the 95% upper

bound concentrati on and the nmaxi mum detected concentration



1194840LCH 1 of 1
23-Jan-95

TABLE 6

CHEM CAL OF I NTEREST I N ON-SI TE GROUND WATER
LONER SAND AND GRAVEL

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK
Fr equency Arithnetic

95% Upper

of Range of Sanple Mean St andard
Bound RME
Chemi cal (a) Det ecti on Concentrati ons Concentration (b) Devi ati on
Concentration (c) Concentration (d)
Organi cs
BROMOFORM 1/ 3 ND - 0. 0001 0. 00037 0. 00023
0. 00079 0. 0001
I norgani cs
BARI UM 3/ 3 0. 0521 - 0. 364 0. 252 0.174
0. 57 0. 364
CADM UM 1/ 3 ND - 0. 0012 0. 0014 0. 0010
0. 003 0. 0012
COPPER 2/ 3 ND - 0. 0261 0. 012 0. 012
0. 034 0. 0261
MVERCURY 1/ 3 ND - 0.00028 0. 00016 0. 00010
0. 00035 0. 00028
Not es:

(a) Al concentrations reported in ng/L. Concentrations reflect analytical results of unfiltered
sanples fromall on-site
nonitoring wells screened in the | ower outwash. (MM9 AND MW 15).
(b) One-half the detection limt is used as a proxy concentration for non-detects per USEPA
gui dance.
(c) Based on students T-distribution with n-1 degrees of freedom al pha=0.025 in each tail
(d) The I esser of the 95% upper bound concentrati on and the naxi mum detected concentration

249480LCH 1 of 1
25-Jan- 95

TABLE 6

CHEM CAL OF I NTEREST I N ON-SI TE GROUND WATER
UPPER CQUTWASH

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

Fr equency Arithnetic
95% Upper



of Range of Sanple Mean St andard

Bound

RME

Chemi cal (a) Det ecti on Concentrati ons Concentration (b) Devi ati on
Concentration (c) Concentration (d)

Organi cs

1, 1- DI CHLORCETHANE 4/ 4 0. 0015 - 0. 093 0. 031 0. 043
0.10 0. 093

1, 1- DI CHLORCETHENE 2/ 4 ND - 0.011 0. 0033 0. 0052
0.011 0.011

1,1, 1- TRI CHLOROETHANE 4/ 4 0. 016 - 0.3 0. 095 0.14
0.31 0.3

1, 2- DI CHLORCETHANE 1/ 4 ND - 0.0008 0. 00058 0. 00015
0. 0008 0. 0008

1, 2- Dl CHLORCETHANE (total) 3/ 4 ND - 0. 029 0. 0077 0.014
0. 030 0. 029

TETRACHLOROETHENE 2/ 4 ND - 0. 002 0. 00088 0. 00075
0. 0021 0. 002

TRI CHLOROETHENE 4/ 4 ND - 0. 019 0. 010 0. 010
0. 026 0. 019

I norgani cs

ALUM NUM 4/ 4 0.368 - 105.15 49.7 44.5
120.5 105. 15

ANTI MONY 3/ 4 ND - 0.179 0.11 0. 063
0.21 0.18

ARSENI C 3/ 4 ND - 0.03185 0. 019 0.014
0. 04 0. 032

BARI UM 4/ 4 0. 0575 - 0. 867 0.41 0.35
0. 97 0. 87

CADM UM 3/ 4 ND - 0.0014 0. 00080 0. 00061
0. 0018 0. 0014

COBALT 3/ 4 ND - 0. 06955 0. 037 0. 025
0. 077 0. 07

COPPER 4/ 4 0.0302 - 0.2285 0.12 0. 086
0. 26 0. 23

LEAD 4/ 4 0. 003 - 0. 130 0. 28 0. 44
0.98 0. 130

MANGANESE 4/ 4 0. 066 - 6. 24 3.4 3.0
8.17 6.2

NI CKEL 3/ 4 ND - 0. 235 0. 13 0. 093
0. 27 0.23

VANADI UM 3/ 4 ND - 0.1475 0. 057 0. 063
0.16 0.15

ZI NC 4/ 4 0. 0378 - 0. 834 0. 44 0. 37
1.03 0. 83

Not es:

(a) Al concentrations reported in ng/L. Concentrations reflect analytical results of
unfiltered sanples fromall off-site downgradient

nonitoring wells screened in the upper outwash. Data shown here are for MNV- 16 through MV -
19.
(b) One-half the detection limt is used as a proxy concentration for non-detects per USEPA
gui dance.
(c) Based on student's T-distribution with n-1 degrees of freedom alpha = 0.025 in each tail
(d) The | esser of the 95% upper bound concentration and the naxi mum detected concentration



2594840LCH
17- Apr- 95

<I MG SRC 98006L3>

95% Upper
Bound RME
Chemi cal (a)

Concentration (c)

1, 1- DI CHLORCETHANE

0.12 0.12
1, 1- DI CHLOROETHENE

0. 06 0.01
1,1, 1- TR CHLOROETHANE
7.7 7.7
1, 4- DI CHLOROBENZENE

2.1 0. 00515
2- BUTANONE

0.12 0. 083
2- METHYLNAPHTHALENE

6.3 6.3
2- METHYLPHENOL

2.1 0. 305
2- NI TROPHENOL

2.1 0.071
4, 4" - DDE

0.038 0.016
ACENAPHTHENE

4. 4.5
ACENAPHTHALENE

2.3 2.3
ACETONE

0.14 0.14
ANTHRACENE

3.8 3.8
AROCLOR 1254

1.1 1.1
AROCLOR 1260

0.41 0.41
BENZENE

0. 05 0. 003
BENZO C ACI D

3.0 0.1
BENZQ( a) ANTHRACENE

4.1 4.1

BENZQ( a) PYRENE

TABLE 6

1 of 1

CHEM CALS OF | NTEREST IN ON-SI TE GROUND WATER

Concentration (d)

Frequency
of

Det ecti on
5/ 18
1/ 18
10/ 18
1/ 19
3/ 17
2/ 19
1/ 18
1/ 19
1/ 19
1/ 19
1/ 19
11/ 18
1/ 19
3/ 19
1/ 19
2/ 18
3/ 19
3/ 19
4/ 18

UPPER CQUTWASH

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK
Arithmetic
Range of Sanple Mean St andard
Concentrati ons Concentration (b) Devi ati on
ND - 0. 550 0. 054 0.14
ND - 0.01 0. 027 0. 066
ND - 44 2.6 10. 4
ND - 0.0515 0.96 2.4
ND - 0.083 0. 053 0.13
ND - 32 2.6 7.5
ND - 0. 305 0.98 2.4
ND - 0.071 0.97 2.4
ND - 0.016 0. 025 0. 025
ND - 20.7 2 5.1
ND - 3.23 1.1 2.5
ND - 0. 253 0.072 0.13
ND - 16 1.8 4.2
ND - 5.8 0. 49 1.3
ND - 0.61 0.28 0.27
ND - 0. 003 0.02 0. 06
ND - 0.1 1.8 2.5
ND - 17.3 1.9 4.5
ND - 9.7 1.5 3.2



3.1
BENZQ( b) FLUORANTHENE
3.1

1

[N

3.
. 3.
BENZO( g, h, i ) PERYLENE
2.4 2.
BENZQ( k) FLUORANTHENE

2.8 2.

(o BN SN

Bl S( 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE

4.7 4.7
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE

3.7 3.7
CHRYSENE

3.8 3.8
DI BENZOFURAN

4.4 4.4
DI BENZO( a, h) ANTHRACENE
2.2 0.55
Dl - n- BUTYLPHTHALATE

5.1 5.1
ETHYLBENZENE

0. 36 0. 36
FLUORANTHENE

8.0 8.0
FLUORENE

5.0 5.0
| NDENQ( 1, 2, 3- cd) PYRENE
2.3 1.2
METHOXYCHLOR

0.19 0. 066
METHYLENE CHLORI DE

0. 052 0. 008
NAPHTHAL ENE

18.8 18.8
N- NI TROSODI PHENYLAM NE
2.2 0. 585
PHENANTHRENE

16.9 16.9
PHENCL

2.1 0.14
PYRENE

8.0 8.0
TETRACHL ORCETHENE

0.31 0.31
TOLUENE

5.0 5.0
TRI CHLOROETHENE

0. 05 0.012
XYLENES

6.0 6.0
I norgani cs

ALUM NUM

12043.7 12043.7
ANTI MONY

3.2 3.2
ARSEN C

15.9 15.9
BARI UM

138.4 138.4

BERYLLI UM

6/
1/
5/
11/
6/
8/
1/
1/
6/
3/
6/
2/
2/
1/
2/
2/
1/
5/
1/
71
2/
6/
7/
4/

19/
6/
18/
19/
3/

18
18
18
19
19
19
19
18
19
18
19
19
18
19
18
19
19
19
19
19
18
18
18
18

19
19
18
19
19

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

4070
ND
1.9
19. 4
ND

9.1
3.1
7.1
16. 7
14
14.7
20
0.55
24.7
1.90
43

24
1.2
0. 066
0. 008
110
0. 585
97
0.14
41.7
1. 69
27
0.012
33

18900
15.2
51.4

291
1.1

=
N o 0 AW

2.2
0.14
3.2
2.2
1.0
0.13
0.021
6.7
0.99
6.2
0.97
3.3
0.11
1.8
0.02
2.2

10009. 2
1.5
10. 2
101.5
0.44

N

P W B~ D DM o®
©O ® o © o

0.13
0. 062
25.1
2.4
22.1
2.4
9.6
0. 40
6.4
0. 06
7.8

4220.9
3.5
11.5
76. 6
0.23



0.55 0.55

CADM UM 6/ 19 ND 10. 8 1.5
2.7 2.7

CHROM UM 19/ 19 6.5 169 40. 3
62.5 62.5

COBALT 18/ 19 ND 15.7 9.5
11.1 11.1

COPPER 18/ 19 10. 6 272 51.6
83.3 83.3

LEAD 19/ 19 8.4 1150 103. 8
229. 3 229. 3

MANGANESE 19/ 19 53.1 8020 1552. 6
2463.0 2453.0

MERCURY 7/ 19 ND 0.35 0.10
0. 15 0. 15

NI CKEL 19/ 19 6.5 361 59.0
96. 6 96. 6

S| LVER 1/ 19 ND 1.10 0.4
0.50 0.50

VANADI UM 18/ 18 9 318 52.4
97.6 97.6

ZI NC 19/ 19 32.2 1020 374.0
660.5 660.5

CYANI DE 5/ 19 ND 2.1 0.79
0.98 0.98

Not es:

(a) Al concentrations reported in ng/kg.
A sanple size less than 19 indicates rejection of sanple results by QA QC revi ew.

(b) One-half the detection limt is used as a proxy concentration for

gui dance.

non- det ects per

45,

64.
260.
1888.
0.11
78.1
0.21
91.3
594.2
0. 40

USEPA

(c) Based on Student's T-distribution with n-1 degrees of freedom al pha=0.025 in each tail

(d) The I esser of the 95% upper

2894840LCH
23-Jan-95

TABLE 7
POTENTI AL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

Potentially Exposed Exposur e Exposur e Exposur e
for

Popul ati on Medi um Rout e Poi nt
Eval uati on? Reason for Selection or Exclusion
Current Workers Sur face Soi | Der mal contact; On Site
Work efforts currently occurring at the

I ncidental 1ngestion
site require the occasional presence of personnel
Air I nhal ati on of dusts On Site

Low concentrations of VOCs were detected in air nmonitoring,

bound concentrati on and the maxi mum detected concentration

Pat hway
Sel ect ed

Yes

Yes



and vapors
and the lack of complete site cover allows for potentia

generation of dusts especially during dry conditions.

Surface Water/ Der mal Cont act Perpl exity Creek
Workers do not wade in the Creek of Tributary.

Sedi nent s and Tributary
Potential Trespassers Surface Soils Der mal contact; On Site

Fenci ng surroundi ng the site does not
I ncidental 1ngestion
conpletely elimnate access; hence, trespassers

may potentially enter the site and contact
chem cal s observed in surface soils.

Surface Water Der mal cont act Perplexity Creek
Trespassers potentially entering the site
and Tributary
may be attracted to Perplexity Creek or its tributary.

Sedi nent s Der mal cont act Perplexity Creek
Trespassers potentially entering the site
and Tributary
may be attracted to Perplexity Creek or its tributary.

Air I nhal ati on of dusts On Site
Low concentrations of VOCs were detected in air nmonitoring,
and vapors
and the lack of complete site cover allows for potentia

generation of dusts especially during dry conditions.

Hypot heti cal Future Subsurface Soi l Der mal contact; On Site
Future uses of the site may require
Excavati on Workers I ncidental 1ngestion

construction/excavation activities.
Air I nhal ati on of dusts On Site
Low concentrations of VOCs have been observed in air
and vapors
noni toring, and dry conditions, exposure of subsurface soils
vi a excavation, and use of heavy equi pnent nmay generate
significant amounts of dusts or increase volatilization

0394840LQJ
20- Jan- 95

TABLE 7

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

1 of 2

POTENTI AL EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

ROSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK



Pat hway

Potentially Exposed Exposur e Exposur e Exposur e Sel ect ed
for

Popul ati on Medi um Rout e Poi nt
Eval uati on? Reason for Selection or Exclusion
Hypot heti cal Future Ground Wat er I ngesti on; der nal Of-Site Wlls Yes
Downgr adent nost nearby residents are supplied with
Of-Site Residents contact; I|nhalation of
public water. However, constituents of interest have been

vol atil es

detected in off-site groundwater

Air I nhal ati on of dusts Of-Site Residence Yes
Low concentrations of VOCs have been observed during
and vapors
air nonitoring; and dusts nmay be transported offsite by

prevailing w nds.

Hypot heti cal Future Ground Wat er I ngesti on; der nal On-Site Wlls Yes
Potential future use of the site may be residential
On-Site Residents contact, inhalation

of volatiles
Surface Soil Der mal contact; On Site Yes
Potential future use of the site may be residential
I ncidental 1ngestion
Air I nhal ati on of dusts On Site Yes
Low concentrati ons of VOCs have been observed in air
and vapors
nonitoring, and the site may not be conpletely covered
in the future. Hence, continued volatilization and
generation of dusts, especially during dry conditions,

may potentially occur.

Surface Water/ Der mal cont act Perlicity Creek No
Exposure i s possible, but as shown for trespassers, risks

Sedi nent and Tributary
are negligible, and hence not cal cul at ed.
Hypot heti cal Future Ground Wt er Der mal cont act On-Site Wlls Yes
Potential future use of the site may be industrial/conmerci al
Conmer ci al / I ndustrial Worker I ngestion

Sur face Soi | Der mal contact; On Site Yes

Potential future use of the site may be industrial/conmerci al
i nci dental ingestion

Air I nhal ati on of dusts On Site Yes
VOCs have been observed in air nmonitoring, and the site
and vapors
may not be conpletely covered in the future. Hence,
continued volatilization and generation of dusts, especially

during dry concentrations, may potentially occur



Surface Water/
Workers are unlikely to wade in the Creek.
Sedi ment

0394840LQJ
20- Jan- 95

Avail able Toxicity Criteria for

t he Chemi cals of Interest

(a)

ORAL
| NHALATI ON

Rf D
Rf C
CHEM CAL ( g/ kg- day)
(mg/ m 3) Ef fect of Concern
1, 1- DI CHLOROETHANE 1.0E-01
5E-01 ki dney damage
1, 1- DI CHLOROETHENE 9. OE- 03
UR
1, 2- DI CHLOROETHANE ND
ND
1,1, 1- TRI CHLORCETHANE ND
ND
1, 2- DI CHLOROETHENE (ci s-) 1. 0E-02
ND
1, 2- DI CHLOROETHENE (trans-) 2.0E-02
ND
1, 4- DI CHLOROBENZENE ND
8E-1 liver, kidney effects
2- BUTANONE 6. 0E- 01
1.0 decreased birth wei ght
2- METHYLPHENCL 5. 0E- 02
NV
2- METHYLNAPHTHAL ENE ND
ND
2- NI TROPHENCL ND
ND
4- CHLORO 3- METHYL PHENOL ND
ND ND
ACENAPTHENE 6. OE- 02
ND
ACENAPHTHALENE ND
ND
ACETONE 1.0E-01
ND
ALUM NUM ND
ND
ANTHRACENE 3.0E-01
ND
ANTI MONY 4. 0E- 04

Der mal cont act Perlicity Creek
and Tributary

2 of 2

Tabl e 8

Rosen Site
Cortl and, New York

Ef fect of Concern Sour ce
Sour ce
NONE
b
liver |esions b
decreased henmatocrit and henopgl obin b

i ncreased al kal i ne phosphat ase

b
NONE
b

decreased body wei ght; neurotoxicity

ND

hepatotoxicity

i ncreased |iver weight; nephrotoxicity

NONE

increased nortality, altered blood chem stry

Non- Car ci nogeni ¢ Health Effects of



ARSEN C 3. 0E-04
ND
BARI UM 7. 0E- 02
5E- 04 fetotoxicity
BENZO C ACI D 4.0
ND
BERYLLI UM 5. OE- 03
ND
Bl S) 2- ETHYLHEXYL) PHTHALATE 2. OE- 03
ND
BROMOFORM 2. 0E- 02
ND
BUTYLBENZYLPHTHALATE 2.0E-01
ND
CADM UM 5. 0E- 04
UR

1. 0E-03
CHLOROETHANE ND
10 del ayed fetal ossification
CHL OROFORM 1. 0E-02
UR
CHROM UM (I11) 1.0
UR
CHROM UM (1'V) 5. OE- 03
UR
COBALT UR
ND
CYANI DE (free) 2. 0E-02
ND
COPPER ND
ND
DI BENZOFURAN ND
ND
DI METHYLPHTHALATE 10
ND
Di - n- BUTYLPHTHALATE 1.0E-01
NV
Di - n- CCTYLPHTHALATE 0.02
ND
ETHYLBENZENE 1.0E-01
1.0 devel opnental toxicity
FLUORANTHENE 4. 0E-02
ND
FLUORENE 4. 0E-02
ND
LEAD ND
ND
MANGANESE (f ood) 1.0E-01
5E- 05 respiratory effects
MANGANESE (wat er) 5E- 03
5E- 05 psychonot or di sturbances

See notes an Page 2.

0794840LQJ
20- Jan- 95

Wat er

Food

keratosi s; hyperpignentation

i ncreased bl ood pressure

NONE

NONE

i ncreased relative liver weight
liver effects
altered liver weight
renal damage

renal damage

liver/fatty cysts
NONE

NONE

decreased body weight; thyroid effects;

degenerati on

liver, kidney, and testes effects

i ncreased nortality

liver, kidney, and testes effects
hepat ot oxi ci ty;
b

hemat ol ogi ca

nephrotoxicity
changes; nephropat hy;

i ncreased |iver weight
decreased erythrocytes

CNS effects
b

b

1 of 2

nyelin



Tabl e 8

Avail able Toxicity Criteria for Non-Carcinogenic Health Effects of the Chenicals of
Interest (a)

Rosen Site
Cortl and, New York

ORAL
| NHALATI ON
Rf D

Rl C

CHEM CAL ( g/ kg- day) Ef fect of Concern Sour ce
(mg/ m 3) Ef fect of Concern Sour ce

MERCURY 3.0E-04 ki dney effects b
3E-04 neurotoxicity b

METHOXYCHLOR 5. OE- 03 excessive loss of litters
NV

VMETHYLENE CHLORI DE 6. OE- 02 liver toxicity
3.0 hepatotoxicity b

NAPHTHAL ENE ND
ND

NI CKEL 2. 0E-02 decreased wei ght (body; nmmjor organs)
UR

PHENANTHRENE ND
ND

PHENCL 6. 0E-01 decreased fetal weight
NV b

PYRENE 3. 0E-02 ki dney effects
ND

SELENI UM 5. OE- 03 clinical selenosis
ND

SI LVER 5. 0E-03 argyria
ND

TETRACHLORCETHENE 1. 0E-02 hepatotoxicity
ND

TRI CHLOROETHENE ND
ND

THALLI UM 8E- 05 I ncreased SCOT and LDH
ND

TOLUENE 2.0E-01 altered weight (liver, kidneys)
4E- 01 CN3 effects; eye irritation

VANADI UM 7. 0E-03 NONE b
ND

XYLENES 2.0 decressed body wei ght
ND

ZI NC 3.0E-01 aneni a b
ND

Not es: Sour ces;

ND = No Data (a) IRI'S, 1994, unless otherw se noted.

NV = Not Verifiable. (b) USEPA 1994a HEAST.

UR = Under Revi ew.

RI D = Reference Dose.

RI C = Reference Concentration.

CNS = Central Nervous System
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Table 9

Avail able Toxicity Criteria for Carcinogenic Health Effects of the Chem cals of
Interest (a)

Rosen Site
Cortl and, New York

ORAL

| NHALATI ON

BF HHEG
URF HHEG
CHEM CAL 1/ (mg/ kg- day) CLASS Tunor Type
Sour ce 1/ ph/ m CLASS Tunor Type
Sour ce
1, 1- DI CHLORCETHENE 6. OE- 01 C adrenal tunors
b 5. 0E- 05 C ki dney: adenacarcl nona b
1, 1- DI CHLORCETHANE ND C
ND
1, 2- DI CHLORCETHANE 9. 1E- 02 B2
2. 6E-05
1, 4- DI CHLOROBENZENE 2. 4E- 02 B2 liver tunors
b ND
2- METHYLPHENOL ND C skin popl Il ornas
ND
ARSENI C 1.75 A skin cancer
4. 3E-03 A repiratory systemtunors
BENZENE 2. 9E- 02 A | eukem a
8. 3E- 06 A | eukem a
BENZQ( a) PYRENE 7. 3E+00 B2 forestomach tunors
ND
BENZQ( b) FLUORANTHENE 7.3E-01 B2
c ND B2
BENZQ( k) FLUORANTHENE 7. 3E-02 B2
c ND B2
BENZQ( a) ANTHRACENE 7.3E-01 B2
c ND B2
BERYLLI UM 4.3 B2 total tunors
2.4E-03 B2 | ung tunors
Bl S( 2- ETHYLEHXYL) PHTHALATE 1.4E-02 B2 liver tunors
ND B2 | ung tunors
BROMOFORM 7.9E-03 B2 | arge i ntestine: adenonatous
pol yps; 1. 1E-06 | arge I ntestine: adenarnatcus polyps;

adenocar ci noma

adenocar ci noma
CADM UM ND ND
1. 8E-03 Bl respiratory systemtunors
CARBAZOLE 2. 0E-02 B2 liver tunors
ND
CHL OROFORM 6. 1E- 03 B2 ki dney turnors

2. 3E-05 B2 | i ver carcinonas



CHL OROVETHANE 1.3E-02 C liver toxicity
1. 8E-06

CHROM UM VI') ND ND
1. 2E-02 A | ung tunors
CHRYSENE 7.3E-03 B2
c ND B2
4, 4- DDE 3,4E-01 B2 liver and thyroid tunors
c ND
DIBENZ(a h) ANTHRACENE 7.3 B2

ND B2
INDEhKXl 2, 3-cd) PYRENE 0.73 B2
c B2
METHYLENE CHLORI DE (a) 7.5E-03 B2 liver tunors
4. 7TE-07** B2 lung; liver tunors
NI CKEL ( REFI NERY DUST) ND ND
2.4E-04 respiratory systemtunors
N-NITRCSCDIPHENYLANINE 4. 9E- 03 B2 bl adder tunors
ND
POLYCHLORI NATED BI PHENYLS ( PCBs) 7.7 B2 liver tunors
ND
TETRACHLOROETHENE 5. 2E- 02 C B2 liver tunors
d 5. 8E-07 C- B2 | ung tunors
TRI CHLOROETHENE 1.1E-02 C B2 liver tunors
d 1. 7E- 06 C- B2 | ung tunors
Not es;

ND = No Dat a.

SF = Sl ope Factor.

HHEQ Cl ass - Human Heal th Eval uation Goup O assification

A - Known hunman carci nogen

B1, B2 - Probabl e human carci nogen

C - Limted evidence of human carci nogen

D- Not classified.

E - Negative evidence of human carci nogencity.

URF = Unit Risk Factor

** URF is derived froma netabolized dose: conversion to SF is inappropriate.

Sour ces;

(a) IRS, 1094, unless otherw se noted.
(b) USEPA, 1994a HEAST.
(c) Toxicity values relative to benzo(a)pyrene:
1.0 for benzo(a)pyrene and di benz (a, h) anthracene, 0.1 for benzo(a)anthracene
benzo(b) fl uorant hene and i ndeno[ 1, 2, 3- od] pyr ene,
0.01 for benzo (k) fluoranthene, and 0.001 for Chrysene.
(d) ECAO, 1992

0794640LQJ 20-Jan-95

TABLE 10
SUMVARY OF HAZARD | NDI CES (HIs)
ROSEN SI TE



Exposure
Pat hway
COMVERCI AL/
OFF- SI TE
RESI DENTS

Surface Soi l

CORTLAND, NEW YORK

CURRENT RECEPTORS

| NDUSTRI AL
TRESPASSERS
WORKERS

I ncidental 1ngestion 0. 07

NE

Der mal Cont act
NE

I nhal ation (c)
3

Subsurface Soi l

0.2
5E- 04

1E- 04
0.6

I nci dental 1ngestion NE

NE

Der mal Cont act
NE

I nhal ati on

NE

Ground Water -
I ngestion

66

Der mal Cont act
0. 02

I nhal ation
0.4

Ground Water -
I ngestion

NE

Der mal Cont act
NE

I nhal ati on

NE

Surface Water
Der mal Cont act
NE

Sedi nent s

Der mal Cont act
NE

Total Site H
69

Not es:

(a) NE = Exposure pathway not evaluated for this receptor.
Not quantifi abl e.
(c) Based on predicted naxi mrum annual

(b) NQ

NE

NE
NE

NE
NE

Upper Qutwash

NE
9
NE
0. 005
NE
NE

Lower Sand and G avel

NE

0. 08
NE

| E- 06
NE

NE

6E- 09
NE

NQ (b)
NE

0.7
12

WORKERS

0. 0008
1E-04

NE
NE
NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

HYPOTHETI CAL

FUTURE RECEPTORS

EXCAVATI ON ON-
WORKERS RESI

(a) NE
NE
NE

0.01

2E- 04

0. 004

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

0.01

fencel i ne concentrations.

SI TE
DENTS

0. 004

NE
NE
NE
31

0.02

0.3

| E- 05

NE

NE

36(d)



(d) Assunes ingestion of upper outwash groundwater. A H of 4 can be derived assuning ingestion
of |l ower sand and gravel groundwater.

0994840LQJ 1 of 1
13- Apr-95
TABLE 11
SUMMVARY OF CANCER RI SKS
RCSEN SI TE
CORTLAND, NEW YORK

Exposure
HYPOTHETI CAL

Pat hway CURRENT RECEPTORS FUTURE
RECEPTORS
COMVERCI AL/

EXCAVATI ON ON-SI TE OFF-
SI TE | NDUSTRI AL
TRESPASSERS WORKERS  WORKERS RESI DENTS

RESI DENTS WORKERS
Subsurface Soi l
I ncidental 1ngestion 2E- 05 | E- 06 (a) NE 3E-04
NE 3E- 05
Der mal Cont act 1E- 05 2E- 06 NE 1E- 04
NE 5E- 05
I nhal ation (c) 6E- 06 1E- 06 NE 4E- 05
4E- 05 2E- 05
Subsurface Soi l
I ncidental 1ngestion NE NE 3E- 07 NE
NE NE
Der mal Cont act NE NE 2E- 07 NE
NE NE
I nhal ati on NE NE 2E- 07 NE
NE NE
Ground Water - Upper Qutwash
I ngestion NE NE NE 2E-03
9E- 04 5E- 04
Der mal Cont act NE NE NE 2E- 03
1E- 05 3E- 04
I nhal ati on NE NE NE 2E- 04
6E- 04 NE
Ground Water - Lower Sand and G avel
I ngestion NE NE NE 1E-08
NE 3E-09
Der mal Cont act NE NE NE 7E-10
NE 5E-11
I nhal ati on NE NE NE 7E-08
NE NE

Surface Water



Der mal Cont act NQ( b)
NE NE

Sedi nent s

Der mal cont act 2E- 07
NE NE

Tot al 4E- 05
2E- 03 9E- 04

Not es:

NE NE
NE NE
3E- 06 7E- 07

(a) NE = Exposure Pathway not evaluated for this receptor.

(b) NQ = Not Quantifible

(c) Based on naxi mum predi cted annual

0994840LQJ
07- Apr-95

<I MG SRC 98006L4>

<I MG SRC 98006L5>

<I MG SRC 98006L6>

<I MG SRC 98006L7>

<I MG SRC 98006L8>

<I MG SRC 98006L9>

O <I MG SRC 98006M

<I MG SRC 98006ML>

<I MG SRC 98006M2>

<I MG SRC 98006M3>

<I MG SRC 98006M4>

<I MG SRC 98006Mb>

fencel i ne concentrations.

1 of 1

NE

NE

5E- 03



<I MG SRC 98006M5>

<I MG SRC 98006M7>

APPENDI X 11

ADM NI STRATI VE
RECORD | NDEX

ROSEN BROTHERS SCRAP YARD SI TE
ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD FI LE
| NDEX OF DOCUMENTS

1.0 SI TE | DENTI FI CATI ON

1.1 Background - RCRA and other Information
P. 100001- Report: Engi neering Investigation at Inactive
100315 Hazardous Waste Sites in the State of New York
Phase Il Investigations, Rosen Site, City of

Cortland Cortland County, N.Y., prepared by
Wehran Engi neering, P.C., prepared for New York
State Departnent of Environnental Conservation
(NYSDEC), Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste,

April 1987.
P. 100316- Report: Engi neering Investigation at Inactive
100559 Hazardous Waste Sites in the State of New York,
Phase Il Investigations, Appendix A-D, Rosen Site,

Cty of Cortland, Cortland County, N. Y., prepared
by Wehran Engi neering, P.C., prepared for NYSDEC,
Division of Solid and Hazardous Waste, April 1987.
3.0 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON
3.1 Sanpling and Anal ysis Pl ans

P. 300001- Pl an: Sanpling and Analysis Plan, Volune 1,
300065 Qual ity Assurance Project Plan, Renedial



I nvestigation/Feasibility Study, Rosen Site,
Cortland, N. Y., Participating Potentially
Responsi bl e Parties, prepared by Bl asl and & Bouck
Engi neers, P.C., Final Revision Decenber 1990.

300066- Pl an: Sanpling and Analysis Plan, Volume 2, Field

300305 Sanpling Plan, Renedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study, Rosen Site, Cortland, N. Y., Participating
Potentially Responsible Parties, prepared by
Bl asl and & Bouck Engi neers, P.C., Final Revision
Decenber 1990.

Sanpling and Anal ysis Data/ Chain of Custody Forms

300306- Rosen Data Sinmary, Soil Split Sanple Results and

300306 Ri nsate, undated.

300307- I norgani ¢ Chem cal Constituents and Physica

300343 Characteristics Sanpling, undated.

300344- Br onof | uor obenzene and

300725 Decaf | uor ot ri phenyl phosphi ne data package,
December 10, 1987. (Attachnent: Analytical Report,
I nci nerati on Di sposal (Sanple FOCO0l), prepared by
ETC- Fi ndl ay Laboratory, prepared for U S. EPA,
Region |1, Decenber 8. 1987.)

300726- Data Summary Tabl e for Rosen Scrap Yard Renedia
300737 I nvestigation, prepared by Versar, Inc., prepared
for U S. Environnmental Protection Agency,
Headquarters, O fice of Waste Prograns

Enf orcenment, Decenmber 11, 1992.

300738- Sanpling Data for trial run of treatment of Punp

300739 Test effluent with DEC di scharge standards,
prepared by Buck Environnmental Laboratories, Inc.
prepared for Bl asland, Bouck & Lee, Inc., January
18, 1995.

Work Pl ans

300740- Plan: Wrk Plan for Renedi a

300832 I nvestigation/Feasibility Study, Rosen Site,
Cortland, N. Y., Participating Potentially
Responsi bl e Parties, prepared by Bl asl and & Bouck
Engi neers, P.C., Decenber 1990.

300833- January 1992 Addendumto the Wirk Plan, Renedia

300841 I nvestigation/Feasibility Study, Rosen Site,
Cortland, N. Y., Final Revision Decenber 1990.

Renedi al | nvestigation Reports

300842- Chapter 7, "Redox Reactions" from Environnenta

300849 Chemi stry of Soils, witten by M. Mirray B.
McBri de, undat ed.

300850- Chapter (w attachments) fromthe U S. Geol ogica

300865 Survey Professional Paper #820, United States



300866-
300938

300939-
300989

300990-
301026

301027-
301249

301250-
301581

301582-
301897

301898-
302543

302544-
302739

302740-
302755

M neral Resources, Manganese, prepared by M. John
Van N. Dorr, Il, M. Max D. Crittenden, Jr., and
M. Ronald G Worl, undated. (Attachnent: Study
and Interpretation of the Chemi cal Characteristics
of Natural Water, Third Edition, prepared by the
U S. Geol ogical Survey, Water-Supply Paper 2254,
undat ed. )

Report: U.S. Geol ogi cal Survey, Water-Resources

I nvestigations 78-3, Open-File Report, Quality and
Moverrent of Ground Water in OGtter Creek - Dry
Creek Basin, Cortland County, N Y., prepared in
cooperation with Cortland County, N. Y., undated.

Report: U.S. Geol ogi cal Survey, Water-Resources

I nvestigations, Report 85-4090, Hydrogeol ogy of
the Surficial Qutwash Aquifer at Cortl and,
Cortland County, N. Y., prepared in cooperation

wi t h Susquehanna Ri ver Basin Comi ssion, undated.

Report: U.S. Geol ogi cal Survey, Water Resources
I nvestigations 78-71, Qpen File Report, Digital
Model Sinmulation of the d acial -Qutwash Aquifer,
Oter Creek-Dry Creek Basin, Cortland County,

N. Y., prepared in cooperation with Cortl and
County, N.Y., undat ed.

Report: Sunmary Report, Final Sunmmary Report for
Soi |l and Drum Sanpling, Rosen Brothers Scrap Yard
Site, Cortland, N. Y., prepared by Versar, prepared
for the Ofice of Waste Prograns Enforcenent, U. S.
EPA, Headquarters, June 6, 1991.

Report: Renedial Investigation Report, Rosen
Site, Cortland, N. Y., Volunme 1 of 3, Contributing
Potentially Responsible Parties, prepared by

Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc., Revised May 1994.

Report: Renedial Investigation Report, Rosen
Site, Cortland, N. Y., Volune 2 of 3, Continuing
Potentially Responsible Parties, prepared by

Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc., Revised May 1994.

Report: Renedial Investigation Report, Rosen
Site, Cortland, N. Y., Volunme 3 of 3, Contributing
Potentially Responsible Parties, prepared by

Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc., Revised May 1994.

Report: Baseline Risk Assessnent, Rogan Site,
Cortland, N. Y., Contributing Potentially
Responsi bl e Parties, prepared by Bl asl and, Bouck
Lee, Inc., January 1995.

Report: Report of Of-Site Soil Gas Mdeling for
the Renedial Investigatin/Feasibility Study
Oversight at the Rosen Brothers Scrap Yard Site,
Cortland, Cortland County, N. Y., prepared by ICF
Kai ser Environnment & Energy G oup, prepared for



U S. EPA, Region Il, August 1995. (Attachnents:

(1) Letter to M. Mark Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromMs. C audine
Jones Rafferty, Public Health Specialist II
(Environment), Bureau of Environnental Exposure

I nvestigation, New York State Departnent of Health
(NYSDOH), re: Rosen Brothers Site, Report of Of-
Site Soil Gas Monitoring, Cortland, Cortland
County, January 3, 1996, and (2) Letter to M.
Mark Granger, Work Assignment Manager, U.S. EPA,
Region Il, fromM. Curtis A Kraener, Site
Manager, |CF Technol ogy, Inc., re: Rosen Brothers
Scrap Yard Site RI/FS Oversight, Response to
Comments on O f-Site Soil Gas Mdeling, March 21
1996.)

3.5 Correspondence

P

302756-
302758

302759-
302785

302786-
302797

Letter to M. Mark Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Nancy E.
Gensky, Manager, Geol ogy, Bl asland & Bouck

Engi neers, P.C., re: Novenber 1992 Addendum Rosen
Site, Novenber 20, 1992. (Attachment: Novenber
1992 Addendumto the Work Pl an, Renedia

I nvestigation/Feasibility Study, Final Revision
Decenber 1990, Rosen Site, Cortland N. Y., Novenber
20, 1992.)

Letter to M. Mark Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Nancy E.
Gensky, Associate, Blasland & Bouck Engineers,
P.C., re: Cctober 1993 Addendum Rosen Site,

Cct ober 18, 1993. (Attachnent: October 1993
Addendum to the Wrk Plan,, Renedia

I nvestigation/Feasibility Study, Final Revision
Decenber 1990, Rosen Site, Cortland, N Y., Cctober
18, 1993.)

Letter to M. Mark Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Nancy E.
Gensky, Associate, Bl asland, Bouck & Lee, Inc.

re: Rosen Site, Aquifer Performance Test, February
24, 1994. (Attachnents: (1) Table 1 - G ound-Water
Anal ytical Results, Rosen Site Aquifer Test
Program Cortland, N.Y., January 19, 1995, (2)
Table 2 - Summary of Transmi ssivity and Hydraulic
conductivity Punping Test at Well W25, Rosen
Site, Cortland, N. Y., January 19, 1995, (3)

Aqui fer Test Program Draft, Well No. W25,
prepared by Bl asl and,, Bouck & Lee, Inc., February
27, 1995, and (4) Aquifer Test Program Draft,

Wl |l No. W26, prepared by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee,

Inc., February 27, 1995.)



302798-
302817

302818-
302819

302820-
302821

302822
302824

302825-
302835

302836-
302872

302873-
302908

302909-
302951

Letter to M. Mark Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Nancy E.
Gensky, Associate, Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc.,
re: Cctober 1994 Addendum Rosen Site, Novenber 7,
1994 (Attachment: Addendumto the Work Pl an,
Renedi al I nvestigation/Feasibility Study, Rosen
Site, Cortland, N. Y., prepared by Bl asland, Bouck
& Lee, Inc., Cctober 1994.)

Menorandumto M. Augus Eaton, Division of Wter,
NYSDEC, from M. David Canp, Division of Hazardous
Wast e Renedi ati on (DHWR), NYSDEC, re: Request for
perm ssion to discharge groundwater generated from
a punp test at the Rosen Site, January 5, 1995.
(Attachnent: Table listing constituents and
concentrations detected in the groundwater, May
1991.)

Menorandumto M. David Canp,, DHWR, NYSDEC, from
M. Shayne Mtchell, BWD, NYSDEC, re: Rosen Site,
Proposed Short Term Wastewat er Di scharge, January
11, 1995. (Attachment: Effluent Limtations and
Moni tori ng Requirenents, Rosen Site, Cortl and,
Cortland County, January 11, 1995.)

Letter to M. Mark Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Nancy E.
Gensky, Associate, Bl asland, Bouck & Lee, Inc.,

re: Aquifer Perfornance Test, Rosen Site,
Cortland, N Y., January 18, 1995. (Attachnent:
Attachment 1 - Effluent Limtations and Monitoring
Requi renents, Rosen Site, Cortland, Cortland
County, January 11, 1995.)

Letter to the Director of various divisions and
regions, fromM. Elliott P. Laws, Assistant
Adm ni strator, U S. EPA, Headquarters, re: Land
Use in the CERCLA Renedy Sel ection Process, My
25, 1995.

Letter to M. Mark Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. David W
Hale, P.E., Associate, Blasland, Bouck & Lee

Inc., re: Additional Prelimnary Engi neering Cost
Esti mates, Rosen Site - Cortland, N. Y., June 21,
1995. (Attachnent: Additional Prelimnary

Engi neering Cost Estinates,, Rosen Site - Cortland,
N. Y., June 21, 1995.)

Letter (w attachments) to M. Mark G anger,
Renedi al Project Manager, U.S. EPA, Region |1,
fromM. Nancy E. Gensky, Associate, Blasland,
Bouck & Lee, Inc., re: Rosen Site, August 1995
Ground-Water Sanpling and Anal ysis Event, Decenber
5, 1995.

Letter (w attachments) M. Mark G anger, Renedi al
Proj ect Manager, U S. EPA, Region Il, from M.
Nancy E. Gensky, Associate, Blasland, Bouck & Lee,



302952-
302953

302954-
302956

Inc., re: Rosen Site, Decenber 1995 G ound-Wat er
Sanpling and Anal ysis Event, March 8, 1996.

Letter to M. Mark Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. David A
Canp, P.E., Project Engineer, NYSDEC, re: Rosen
Site, Cortland County, N. Y., April 4, 1996.

Letter to M. Mark E. Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. Nancy E.
Gensky, Associate, Bl asland, Bouck & Lee, Inc.,
re: Schedul e for Geophysical Investigation
Program Rosen Site - Cortland, N. Y., April 15,
1996. (Attachnent: Figure 1 - Proposed Geophysi cal
Survey Area Location Map, Rosen Site, Cortland,

N. Y., prepared by Bl asl and, Bouck & Lee, Inc.,
undat ed. )

.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY

.6 Correspondence

400001-
400090

Letter to M. Mark E. Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, fromM. David W
Hale, P.E., Associate, Blasland, Bouck & Lee,
Inc., re: Rosen Site - Cortland, N Y., Transmttal
of the Sanitary Code, City of Cortland, Mrch 4,
1997. (Attachnent: The Sanitary Code of the
Cortland County Health District, w th anmendnents,
prepared by the Cortland County Board of Health,
undat ed. )

. 0 ENFORCEMENT

.3 Adm nistrative Orders

700001-
700013

700014-
700026

700027-
700051

700052-
700069

U S. EPA Region Il, Admnistrative Oder, |ndex
No., |Il-CERCLA-80215, In the Matter of Dallas
Cor poration,, Keystone Consolidated Industries,

Inc., Monarch Machi ne Tool Conpany, Respondents,
Sept enber 15, 1988.

U S. EPA Region Il, Admnistrative Oder, |ndex
No., 11-CERCLA-90210, In the Matter of Niagara
Mohawk Power Corporation, Respondent, April 4,
1989.

U S. EPA Region Il, Adm nistrative Order on
Consent, |ndex No. I1-CERCLA-00204, In the Mtter
of Dallas Corporation, Mpnarch Machi ne Tool
Conpany, Ni agara Mhawk Power Corporation,
Respondents, Decenber 28, 1989.

U S. EPA Region Il, Admnistrative Oder, |ndex
No., 11-CERCLA-00205. In the Matter of Agway,
Inc., Cooper Industries, Inc., Keystone

Consol i dated | ndustries, Inc., Potter Paint
Conpany, Inc., Harvey M Rosen, Snith Corona



7.5 Affidavits

P.

700070-
700231

700232-
700446

700447-
700514

700515-
701202

701203-
701234

701235-
701494

701495-

Cor poration, Respondents, February 7, 1990.

U S District Court,
Cooper Industries, |
Agway, Inc., at al.,

Northern District of N.Y.,
nc., et al., Plaintiffs, vs.
Def endants, Deposition of M.

R M chael Scott, Volunes 1-4, prepared by

Preci si on Reporters,
(Note: This document
| ocated at the U S

Inc., October 12, 1992.
is CONFIDENTIAL. It is
EPA Superfund Records Center,

290 Broadway, 18th Floor, N. Y., NY. 10007-1866).

U.S District Court,
Cooper Industries, |
Agway, Inc., at al.,

Northern District of N.Y.,
nc., at al., Plaintiffs, vs.
Def endants, Deposition of M.

Carl Edward Ki mbrough, Volunmes 1-2., prepared by

Preci si on Reporters,
(Note: This document
| ocated at the U S

Inc., October 21, 1992.
is CONFIDENTIAL. It is
EPA Superfund Records Center,

290 Broadway, 18th Floor, N. Y., NY. 10007-1866).

U S District Court,
Cooper Industries, |
Agway, Inc., at al.,

Northern District of N.Y.,
nc., at al., Plaintiffs, vs.
Def endants, Deposition of M.

Dennis M Hol | enbeck, Volunes 1-2, prepared by

Preci si on Reporters,
(Note: This docunment
| ocated at the U S

Inc., November 17, 1992.
is CONFIDENTIAL. It is
EPA Superfund Records Center,

290 Broadway, 18th Floor, N. Y., N Y. 10007-1866).

U.S District Court,
Cooper Industries, |
Agway, Inc., et al.,

Northern District of N.Y.,
nc., et al., Plaintiffs, vs.
Def endants, Deposition of M.

Der| Ross, Volunes 1-3, prepared by Precision
Reporters, Inc., March 23, 1993. (Note: This
document is CONFIDENTIAL. It is |located at the
U S. EPA Superfund Records Center, 290 Broadway,

18th Floor, N. Y., N

US District Court,
Cooper Industries, |

Y. 10007- 1866).

Northern District of N Y.,
nc., Plaintiffs, vs. Agway,

Inc., Defendants, Deposition of M. WIlliamE.
Bondar enko, prepared by Precision Reporters, Inc.,

May 5, 1994. (Note:
CONFI DENTIAL. It is

This docunent is
| ocated at the U S. EPA

Superfund Records Center, 290 Broadway, 18th
Floor, N Y., NY. 10007-1866).

U.S District Court,
Cooper Industries, |
Agway, Inc., et al.,

Northern District of N.Y.,
nc., et al., Plaintiffs, vs.
Def endants, Deposition of M.

Philip Rosen, Volunes 1-5, prepared by Precision
Reporters, Inc., May 23, 1994. (Note: This
document is CONFIDENTIAL. It is |located at the
U. S. EPA Superfund Records Center, 290 Broadway,

18th Floor, N Y., N

U S District Court,

Y. 10007- 1866).

Northern District of N.Y.,



701546

Cooper Industries, Inc., et al., Plaintiffs, vs.
Agway, Inc., et al., Defendants, Deposition of M.
A enn E. Matoon, prepared by Precision Reporters,
Inc., Decenber 12, 1994. (Note: This docunment is
CONFI DENTIAL. It is located at the U S. EPA
Superfurid Records Center, 290 Broadway, |8th
Floor, N Y., NY. 10007-1866).

9. 0 NATURAL RESOURCE TRUSTEES

9.4 Correspondence

P. 900001-
900002
P. 900003-
900044

Letter to M. Mark Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, from M. Todd

S. Mller, US. Departnent of the Interior, re:
Request for Information regarding the extent of
t he gl aci ol acustrine confining layer in the
Cortland aquifer at the Rosen Superfund site,
January 13, 1994. (Attachment: Figure 2 - Site
Map, Rosen Site, Cortland, N. Y., prepared by

Bl asl and & Bouck Engi neers, P.C., undated.)

Letter to M. Mark Granger, Renedial Project
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region Il, from M. Todd

S. Mller, US. Departnent of the Interior, re:
Results of a particle-tracking analyses for the
Rosen Superfund site, February 24, 1994,
(Attachnent: Groundwater Path Lines fromthe Rosen
Superfund Site, Cortland, N. Y., prepared by M.
Todd S. MIler, undated.)

10. 0 PUBLI C PARTI CI PATI ON

10.2 Conunity Rel ations Pl ans

P. 1000001-
1000038

Pl an: Revised Community Rel ations Plan, Rosen
Brothers Site. Cortland, N. Y., prepared by Booz,
Allen & Hami I ton, prepared for the Ofice of Waste
Prograns Enforcement, U S. EPA, Headquarters, My
24, 1991.

10.6 Facts Sheets and Press Rel eases

P. 1000039-
1000053

Qui ck Reference Fact Sheet: Presunptive Renedy for
CERCI A Muni ci pal Landfill Sites, prepared by U S.
EPA, Region |1, Septenber 1993.



APPENDI X |V

STATE LETTER OF
CONCURRENCE

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVI RONMVENTAL CONSERVATI ON
50 Wl f Road, Al bany, New York 12233-7010

<I MG SRC 980068
FEB 1 1 1998

M. Richard Caspe

Di rector

Ener gency & Renedi al Response Div.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Regi on |1

290 Broadway - 19th Fl oor

New Yor k, New York 10007

Dear M. Caspe:

Re: Rosen Site, Cortland County, N.Y.,
Site No. 7-12-004

The New York State Departnent of Environnental Conservation (NYSDEC) and New
York State Departnent of Health (NYSDOH) have revi ewed the Record of Decision (ROD)
dat ed January 1998 for the above-referenced site. The sel ected remedy consists of the
excavation of soils contaminated with elevated | evels of PCBs, the excavation of soils
contam nated with elevated | evels of Trichloroethane (TCA), capping of the cooling pond
di sposal area consistent with the requirenents of 6 NYCCR Part 360, a surface cover over the
remai nder of the site, and natural attenuation of the groundwater contam nation. The excavated

soil with PCB concentrations above 50 ppmwi |l be disposed of off site. Those soils with
PCBs bel ow 50 ppmwi || be consolidated into the cooling pond area. Al excavated TCA-
contam nated soils will be disposed of off site or treated and di sposed of on site. The renedy

al so includes a | ong-term groundwat er nonitoring program

The NYSDEC and NYSDOH concur with the selected renedy listed in the ROD. |If
you have any questions, please contact Robert W Schick, of ny staff, at (518) 457-4343.

<I MG SRC 98006MP>

APPENDI X V

RESPONSI VENESS
SUMVARY



RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
FOR THE
ROSEN BROTHERS SUPERFUND S| TE
CI TY OF CORTLAND, CORTLAND COUNTY, NEW YORK

I NTRODUCTI ON

Thi s Responsiveness Sunmary provides a sunmmary of citizens' comments and concerns

recei ved during the public comrent period related to the renmedial investigation and
feasibility study (RI/FS) and Proposed Plan for the Rosen Brothers Site (the "Site") and the
U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) and the New York State Departnent of

Envi ronnental Conservation's (NYSDEC s) responses to those comments and concerns.

Al'l comrents summarized in this docunent have been considered in EPA s and

NYSDEC s final decision in the selection of a renedial alternative to address the

contami nation at the Site.

SUMVARY OF COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS ACTI VI TI ES

The RI/FS, which describes the nature and extent of the contam nation at and enmnati ng
fromthe Site and evaluates renedial alternatives to address this contam nation, and the
Proposed Pl an, which identified EPA's and NYSDEC s preferred renmedy and the basis for

that preference, were nade available to the public in both the Adm nistrative Record and

i nfornati on repositories maintained at the EPA Docket Roomin the Region Il New York

City office and at the City of Cortland Free Library located at 32 Church Street, Cortl and,
New York. Notices of availability of these docunents were published in the Cortl and
Standard on Novenber 17, 1997. A public comment period was held from Novenber 17,

1997 t hrough January 16, 1998 1 to provide interested parties with the opportunity to
comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Plan. A public neeting was hel d on Decenber 9,

1997 at the New York State Grange Building in Cortland, New York to informlocal officials
and interested cftizens about the Superfund process, to review planned renmedial activities
at the Site, to discuss and receive coments on the Proposed Plan, and to respond to
qguestions fromarea residents and other interested parties. Approxinately 25 people,

consi sting of |ocal businessnen, residents, representatives of the nedia, and state and

| ocal governnment officials, attended the public neeting.

The public coment period originally ran from Novenber 17, 1997 through Decenber 17,
1997. In response to a request for an extension of the comment period, it was extended
thirty days to January 16, 1998.

OVERVI EW

The public, generally, supports the preferred renedy, which includes the excavation
treatnment, and di sposal of the contanminated soils in four hot-spot areas of the Site,
installation of a cap on the fornmer cooling pond, installation of a site-w de surface cover,
and natural attenuation of residual groundwater contam nation

The public's concerns, which relate to the groundwater contam nation, treatnent
alternatives, comunity acceptance, flexibility of the renmedy, nature of the site-wi de
surface cover, groundwater nonitoring program and institutional controls, are sumari zed
bel ow.

SUMVARY OF WRI TTEN AND ORAL COMVENTS AND RESPONSES
CONCERNI NG THE ROSEN BROTHERS SUPERFUND S| TE

The foll owing sumarizes the oral and witten conmments received by EPA during the
public coment period and EPA' s responses.



Groundwat er Cont am nati on

Conmment #1: A commenter asked whether the contami nation in the groundwater

t hreatens downgradi ent private wells. The commenter al so asked whether the
cont am nat ed groundwat er | eaves toxic el enents behind in its path and what effect the
cont am nat ed groundwat er has on the downgradi ent Ti oghni oga River.

Response #1: No private wells are | ocated downgradient of the Site; all residences within
the City of Cortland, including downgradient residences, utilize city water. By the tinme the
groundwat er reaches the river, the contam nants have either been diluted, dispersed, or
degraded; the contam nated groundwater does not | eave substantial toxic residues along

its path. Rempval of the source of contamination, in conbination with continued dilution

di spersion, and degradation of the contam nants, will eventually elimnate the groundwater
cont ami nati on.

Conment #2: A commenter asked if there was any possibility that hazardous chem cal s
woul d be carried off-site when there are fluctuations in the groundwater, especially in the
vicinity of the forner cooling pond.

Response #2: A thorough investigation of the fornmer cooling pond itself did not |ocate any
hazar dous substances contributing to groundwater contam nation (the wastes disposed

of in the fornmer cooling pond consist of, primarily, construction debris and, to a | esser
extent, municipal wastes). Contam nated groundwater was, however, detected i mediately

downgr adi ent of the former cooling pond; the source of this groundwater contam nation is
attributable to a contam nated soil hot spot |ocated outside of the cooling pond. The

sel ected renedy will renove the source of this contam nant hot spot (as well as another
one located in a different portion of the site). Once the two contam nant hot spots are
renoved, they will no longer be a source of groundwater contamination. Further, as is
noted i n Response #1 above, dilution, dispersion, and degradation of the contanmi nants wl|
eventual ly elimnate the groundwater contani nation

Comment #3: A commenter asked if EPA would set goals for the reduction of |evels of
contam nation in the groundwater if natural attenuation was part of the sel ected renedy.

Response #3: Wether the contam nated groundwater is extracted and treated or natura
attenuation is utilized, the cleanup goals for the groundwater are the same-state and
federal groundwater standards. As part of a |ong-term groundwater nonitoring program
sanpling will be conducted in order to verify that the |level and extent of groundwater
contam nants are declining frombaseline conditions and that conditions are protective of
human heal th and the environnent.

Conment #4: Experience at other sites has shown that natural attenuation of chlorinated
organi cs can take several decades, even under favorable conditions. |If additional source
areas renmmi n and/ or unfavorable conditions exist in the groundwater, then natura
attenuati on nay be unacceptably slow. To reduce the uncertainty in the long-term

ef fecti veness of the remedy, there nust be an ongoing evaluation of the trends in
cont am nant concentrations and plune geonetry from a robust groundwater nonitoring
network. It is proposed that EPA install additional nonitoring wells during the design phase
to strengthen the groundwater nonitoring network. This will help identify any areas which
are not degrading in a tinely fashion, and, perhaps, identify any renmining source areas.
I n addi bon, during and after the inplenentation of the hot spot soil renoval, EPA should
conduct groundwater nonitoring at sufficiently frequent intervals.

Response #4: The renoval of the contami nated soil source areas, extrenely high
groundwat er flow, and the presence of conditions favorable to contam nant degradation
should lead to tinely groundwater restoration via natural attenuation in about 10 years.
Long-termnonitoring of the groundwater will evaluate the renedy's effectiveness. The
exact frequency, location, and paraneters of the groundwater nmonitoring will be



determ ned during the renedi al design. Mnitoring will include a network of groundwater
nonitoring wells; new nmonitoring wells will be installed, if necessary. Sanpling will be
conducted in order to verify that the | evel and extent of groundwater contami nants are
declining from baseline conditions and that conditions are protective of hunan health and
t he environment.

Preferred Remedy

Conment #5: A commenter stated that the Proposed Plan | acks specific details related
to the nature of the surface cover for the Site and the groundwater nonitoring program

Response #5: As potential risks remain even after the excavation of the soil contan nant

hot spots, a surface cover (e.g., asphalt, soil, crushed stone, etc.) will be placed over a
|arge portion of the Site to prevent exposure to residual |evels of contaninants in site soils.
Al of the cover materials that are being considered provide the same | evel of protection.

It is our understanding there is local interest in developing the Site and that a deci sion may
be made within the next few nonths. Deferring the selection of the nature of the cover

material until the design phase will ensure that it will be conpatible with the future use of

t he property

Long-termnonitoring will be utilized to evaluate the selected renedy's effectiveness. At
this time, EPA has devel oped only a conceptual plan for the groundwater nonitoring
program Additional data and i nformati on need to be collected during the design phase to
optimally identify the frequency and paraneters of the groundwater nonitoring.

Sur face Cover

Conment #6: A commenter indicated that not all of the possible surface cover nmaterials

are equally desirable fromthe conmunity's point of view. An asphalt cover, for exanple,

mght limt many of the possibilities for the property in the future. To facilitate site
redevel opment, the site-w de surface cover should not be designed for any specific use.

I nstead, the design should be flexible enough to acconmpbdate a variety of uses or tenants.

A flexible cover approach would allow, for exanple, paving sonme areas and utilizing other
materials for other areas. If clean fill is used, it should be a m nimumof two feet thick (a
t hi cker cover would have greater durability, would be less Iikely to erode or be accidentally
breached, and would better support multiple uses). A geotextile marker |ayer at the base

of the cover appears to be an excellent way to ensure that future users of the Site know
when they have reached the base of the cover. Further, a cover naintenance manua

shoul d be devel oped during the design phase. At a mnimum the manual shoul d address

cover mai ntenance and repairs, mninmm health and safety nmeasures required of al

contractors building on and/or nodifying the cover (i.e., foundation work, underground
utilities, paving, |andscaping, etc.), and disposal options for any excavated soils. Ideally,
it should also provide a description of the institutional controls that will be in place to
pr ot ect

the integrity of the cover. The manual should be nade avail able to prospective tenants,
| ocal governnents, and anyone who plans to do construction work at the Site.

The comenter al so expressed a desire that the comunity be involved in the cover
mat eri al sel ection process.

Response #6: EPA agrees that the cover configuration needs to remain flexible to ensure

it is appropriate and conpatible with the redevel opnment of the property. A narker layer is
envi si oned as being a component of every cover configuration. A cover nmintenance

manual will be fornulated during the renedial design phase and will be available to the
conmunity through the Site information repository.



The community's concerns are inportant to EPA. As part of EPA s ongoi ng conmunity
relations program during the renmedial design , when a preferred cover material is
identified, EPA will seek input fromthe comunity.

Al ternatives Eval uation

Conment #7: Several comenters wanted to know why only four alternatives were

eval uated in the Proposed Plan in light of the fact that two of the alternatives-no action
and institutional controls-are not viable and the "groundwater extraction and treatnent”
alternative appears to be unreasonable given its cost.

Response #7: The Superfund programrequires that the "no-action" alternative be

considered as a baseline for conparison with the other alternatives. Wile the "institutiona
control s" alternative does not include any physical renedial nmeasures that address the
probl em of contami nation at the Site and the "groundwater extraction and treatnent
alternative" is nore costly than the alternative that was sel ected, EPA considered these
three "action" afternatives to be viable and appropriate for consideration. Qher alternatives
were considered in the FS but were elimnated because they were either not effective or
their cost was significantly greater than alternatives that could provide the sanme |evel of
protection for considerably |ess cost. The selected alternative (contanm nated soil hot spot
excavation and di sposal, installation of a cap on the forner cooling pond, a site-wide
surface cover, and groundwater natural attenuation) will provide the best bal ance of trade
of fs amobng the alternatives with respect to the evaluating criteria.

Conment #8: A commenter expressed concern about the acceptability of Afternative 3
(soil hot spot excavation, former cooling pond cap, site-w de surface cover, and natura

attenuation of residual groundwater contam nation) because in order to renove the
contam nant hot spots, the excavation areas woul d have to be secured 24 hours a day to
prevent exposure to wildlife and trespassers. The conmmenter also stated that, for the
groundwat er nonitoring programto be efficient, an annual review of the Site would be
nore sufficient than every 5 years.

Response #8: Under Alternative 3, to prevent exposure of wildlife and trespassers to
hazar dous substances during the renediation of the Site, security neasures will be
enpl oyed at the Site, as necessary, such as fencing and security guards.

As part of a long-term groundwater nonitoring program sanples from upgradient, on-site,
and downgr adi ent groundwater nonitoring wells will be collected and anal yzed sem -
annually in order to verify that the level and extent of groundwater contam nants are
declining from baseline conditions and that conditions are protective of hunan health and

the environnent. The effectiveness of the selected renedy will be assessed on an
ongoi ng basis as data are collected. In addition, to conply with the requirenments of the
Superfund statute and regulations, the renedy for the Site will be formally reviewed at | east

once every five years to assess whether it is being adequately protective of public health
and the environnent. If justified by the ongoing assessnents or the 5-year reviews,
addi ti onal renedial actions may be inplenented to renove or treat the renaining
cont am nant s.

Conment #9: A commenter suggested that it would have been useful to include
excavation of the entire residually-contani nated soils as another alternative.

Response #9: The excavation of all of the residually-contanmi nated soils, which would

i nvol ve excavating to a depth of six feet across 17 acres of the Site, was evaluated in the
FS. This alternative was, however, screened out on the basis of cost--a site-w de surface
cover would be simlarly protective as excavating all of the residually-contam nated soils,
but would be significantly |ess expensive.

Former Cool i ng Pond



Conment #10: A commenter asked why the forner cooling pond needs to be capped.

Response #10: Wiile an investigation of the 3-acre fornmer cooling pond did not |ocate any
hazar dous substances, since it was used for the disposal of construction and denolition

debris and municipal refuse, it must be closed in accordance with New York State | andfil
cl osure requirenents.

Conment #11: A comenter wanted to know what woul d be di sposed of in the forner
cooling pond prior to capping.

Response #11: Only excavated soils characterized as nonhazardous and nonhazar dous
debris that is located on the surface of the areas where the Site-wi de surface cover will be
installed will be consolidated onto the former cooling pond prior to capping.

Conment #12: A commenter wanted to know what is the nature of the cap proposed for
the former cooling pond.

Response #12: The cap over the forner cooling pond rmust neet the requirements of New

York State 6 NYCRR Part 360 regulations. Prior to construction of the cap, the

consol i dated soils, nonhazardous debris, and existing fill nmaterials will be regraded and
conpacted to provide a stable foundation and to pronote runoff. The first |ayer of the cap
will be an inperneable |ayer, nmade of high-density polyethylene or clay. A 2-foot soi

barrier protection layer will be installed on top of the inperneable layer. Six inches of top
soi|l and vegetation will be installed on top of the barrier protection |ayer.

Institutional Controls

Conment #13: A comrenter asked whether there would be any nechanisns in place to
preclude the drilling of wells at or downgradi ent of the Site.

Response #13: The renedy includes taking steps to secure institutional controls, such as
deed restrictions and contractual agreenents, as well as |ocal ordinances, |aws, or other
government action, for the purpose of, anmong other things, restricting the installation and
use of groundwater wells at and downgradi ent of the Site.

Conment #14: A commenter asked at what point in process would the institutiona
controls be inplenented and who would take the lead in inplenenting the institutiona
control s.

Response #14: Institutional controls are usually put into place follow ng the conpletion

of the construction of the renedy. Wiile it is EPA's responsibility to ensure that
institutional controls are put into place, if the potentially responsible parties (PRPs) agree
to performthe design and construction of the selected renedy, they, nost |ikely, would

take an active role in securing the necessary institutional controls.

Conment #15: A commenter asked if Alternative 3 (contam nated soil hot spot excavation

and di sposal, installation of a cap on the forner cooling pond, a site-w de surface cover,
and groundwater natural attenuation) is selected, does it preclude the possibility of the
excavation of soils underlying the surface cover, as long as they are treated as hazardous
subst ances.

Response #15: The institutional controls component of the renedy is designed to restrict,
t hough not necessarily preclude, the excavation of soils underlying the site-w de surface
cover. For exanple, in the event of the construction of structures on-site, any excavated
soils would be tested for hazardous substances (or may be sinmply assuned to be



hazar dous) and di sposed of appropriately. A geotextile marker |ayer at the base of the
cover will ensure that future users of the Site know when they have reached the base of
t he cover.

Conment #16: Because this is a site for which redevel opnent is expected, the

arrangenents that will govern what happens at the Site after the renedy has been

i npl enented are nore crucial than at nost other Superfund sites. Accordingly, the
necessary institutional controls and regulatory arrangenents need to be explicitly spelled
out at the earliest possible date, and the comunity should be involved in the process.
Experi ence shows that over the long run, institutional controls are not always honored,
therefore, efforts need to be nade to preserve the know edge about the controls.

| mportant areas that need to be addressed include: permt restrictions related to the
installation of groundwater wells; deed restrictions for property(ies) above the cover,

identification of the various governnental, regulatory, and private entities which will be
involved with the Site and their respective roles and responsibilities; devel opnent and
mai nt enance of a "cover integrity nap" which will identify all the areas in which the site-

wi de cover has been renpved, nodified, built over, repaired, etc. and which would serve

as a permanent reference for regulators and contractors intending to do work at the Site.
The cover nmi ntenance nanual should be placed in local libraries, attached to the land title
records, and distributed to | ocal governnental agencies.

Response #16: Deed restrictions and contractual agreenents and/or |ocal ordinances and

laws will be enployed to restrict the installation and use of groundwater wells at and
downgradi ent of the Site, restrict excavation or other activities which could affect the
integrity of the cap/site-w de surface cover, and restrict residential use of the property in
order to reduce potential exposure to site-related contam nants. Wile it is EPA' s
responsibility to ensure that institutional controls are put into place, if the PRPs agree to
performthe design and construction of the selected renedy, they, nost likely, will take an
active role in securing the necessary institutional controls. Nevertheless, EPA w |l ensure
that the necessary institutional controls are scoped out as early as possible and that the
controls that are put into place are properly naintai ned. EPA will consider the suggestions
related to the devel opnment and nai ntenance of a "cover integrity nap" and will nake sure

that the cover nmintenance nanual is placed into the local repository and is nade avail abl e
to all that need access to it.

Potentially Responsible Parties

Conment #17: A commenter wanted to know if the PRPs woul d be responsible for any
addi ti onal cleanup costs should additional soil hot spots be identified in the future.

Response #17: Yes, the PRPs are responsible for financing or performng all renediation
deened necessary for the Site, even after the Site is deleted fromthe Superfund Nationa
Priorities List.

Fencing Around the Site

Conment #18: A commenter asked whether or not the property will be fenced once the
renmedi ati on i s conpl et ed.

Response #18: The property is currently fenced and will remain fenced until the site-wide
cover is in place. In addition, to protect the integrity of the cap, it is anticipated that a
fence

wi Il be constructed around the forner cooling pond

Addi ti onal Hot Spots

Conment #19: A commenter asked if EPA was confident that there are no other possible
hot spots on the Site.



Response #19: As part of the RI, over 60 soil sanples were collected and anal yzed.
Consequently, EPA believes that the Site has been adequately characterized. The
possibility of the existence of additional hot spots is unlikely. However, if additiona
sources of contam nation are detected in the future, they will be considered for
renmedi ati on, as appropriate.

Perpl exity Creek

Conment #20: A commenter asked how the former cooling pond was going to be
renedi ated to ensure that it does not negatively inpact the adjacent Perplexity Creek
tributary (i.e., erosion).

Response #20: Appropriate erosion control neasures, such as rip rap, will be used to
protect the integrity of the cap on the former cooling pond and mninize inpacts to
Perpl exity Creek.

Super fund Process

Conment #21: A commenter wanted to know i f EPA intends to gather any additiona
infornmation prior to naking a final decision in the ROD

Response #21: Other than the public coments on the RI/FS reports and the Proposed
Pl an, EPA did not intend to obtain any additional information prior to renedy selection

Conment #22: A commenter expressed concern that the public coment period was
bei ng conducted prior to the signing of the ROD, since the public m ght have post-ROD
concerns or comments.

Response #22: The purpose of the public comrent period prior to the selection of a

renmedy for this Site is to solicit public conment on the proposed renmedy. After considering
the public's comments on the RI/FS reports and the Proposed Plan, EPA will select a

renmedy for the Site. Public participation will not, however, end at this point. Throughout
t he design and construction of the selected remedy and during |ong-term nonitoring, EPA
will continue to keep the public infornmed about site activities and encourage future
comments and i nquiries.
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Subj ect: Comments on USEPA's Proposed Pl an

Jam e Dangl er and Larry Ashley of CURB have asked ne to forward to you these
conmments on EPA's Proposed Pl an

Nat ural Attenuati on of G ound Water

The proposed renedy relies on excavation of a few identified contam nant source areas
foll owed by natural attenuation of the ground water. This is a long term process that relies
upon
in situ mechani sns of biodegradation, chem cal degradation, volatilization, and other natura
nmechani sns to reduce contani nant concentrations to applicabl e standards.

Experience at other sites has shown that for chlorinated hydrocarbon contani nants, this
process can take several decades even under favorable circunmstances. |f unaddressed source
areas renmmin after the planned excavation, or unfavorable chem cal conditions exist in the

ground

wat er, then natural attenuation will be unacceptably slow and the renedy will fail. Although
there

is a low probability of significant source areas remaining within the shallow soil, given the
hi gh

density of shallow soil sanples, the same confidence is not justified at greater depths where
nonitoring wells and other data points are w dely spaced.

To reduce the uncertainty in the long-termeffectiveness of the renedy, there nmust be an
on-goi ng evaluation of the trends in contanmi nant concentrations and plune geonetry froma
robust ground-water nonitoring network. We suggest the foll ow ng neasures:

The ground-water nonitoring network should be strengthened by additional wells installed

during the design phase. This will help identify those areas which are and those which are
not

degrading in a tinely fashion, 1 and better identify possible remining source areas. At a

m ni mum there needs to be an additional well cluster along Huntington Street east of the
W

18/ 19/ 20 cl uster.

1 Areview of TCE/ DCE and TCA/ DCA rati os and avail abl e di ssol ved oxygen data suggest that
degradati on of

chlori nated contam nants (by anaerobic dechlorination) is occurring nost efficiently in area of
the plume that are

downgr adi ent of the anoxic water sources (e.g., the cooling pond and/or the former city di sposa
area).

1660 L Street NW Suite 510
Washi ngt on, DC 20036
(202) 293-3993

CURB, January 15, 1998 page
2

. During and after inplenentation of the renedy, there needs to be ground-water nonitoring
at

sufficiently frequent intervals. On page 4-8, the Feasibility Study Report (but not the
Proposed Pl an) proposed the followi ng schedul e, which seens acceptabl e:

Sanpling, followed by an evaluation to determ ne the effectiveness
of natural attenuation, would be perforned on a sem -annual basis
for a period of up to ten years. Assum ng successful natura

attenuation with | evel s approaching [remedial goals] for the Site,



the frequency of nonitoring the natural attenuation would be
reduced to an annual basis for the next five years, and then every
five years fromyear 16 through year 30.

O course, if the PRPs performthese evaluations, the results need to be submtted to the
EPA.

Sur face Cover

Since the Proposed Plan does not provide design details, at this tine we can only make
general comrents about the site-wi de cover. W reserve the right to make comrents on the
specific design as details becone available. To facilitate site redevel opnment, we feel that

t he
follow ng elements are crucial for any final cover design

- It should not be designed for any specific use or tenant; instead, the design should be
flexible
enough to accomodate a variety of uses or tenants by subsequent nodification

A site-wide cover consisting totally of asphalt is unacceptable. However, a flexible cover
approach woul d al | ow pavi ng over sub-areas.

Wth respect to cover design, thicker is better. W believe that a mininumof two feet of

clean soil or equivalent is required. Al though we understand that a thicker cover may not

provi de additional reductions in risk per se (theoretically, a one-inch soil cover,
unbr eached,

provi des the sane |evel of protection as a five-foot cover), on a practical basis a thicker
cover

has greater durability, is less likely to erode or be accidentally breached, and better
supports

nmul ti pl e uses.

A geotextile marker |ayer at the base of the cover appears to be an excellent way to ensure
that future users of the site know when they have reached the base of the cover.

A guide for cover nodification and mai ntenance should be witten during the design phase
with input fromthe cover designers. The gui de should be made avail abl e to prospective
tenants, local governnments, and anyone who plans to do construction work at the site. At a
mnimm it shoul d address cover mai ntenance and repairs, mninmmhealth and safety
neasures required of all contractors building on and/or nodi fying the cover (i.e.

f oundat i on
wor k, underground utilities, paving over, |andscaping, etc.), and disposal options for
excavated soils. Ideally, it should also provide a useful description of the institutiona
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requi renents that nust be navigated by anyone doing work at the site that could conproni se
the integrity of the cover.

Institutional Controls and Arrangenents

Because this is a site for which redevel opment is planned, the arrangenents that wl|
govern what happens at the site after the remedy has been inplenented are nore crucial than at
many ot her Superfund sites. Accordingly, the necessary institutional controls and regul atory
arrangenents need to be explicitly spelled out at the earliest possible date, and the

conmuni ty
shoul d be involved in the process. Experience shows that over the long run institutiona
control s



are not al ways honored, therefore efforts need to be made to preserve the know edge about the
controls. Important areas that need to be addressed incl ude:

Permt restrictions for ground-water wells in the plune area.

Deed restrictions for property(ies) above the cover.

Identification of the various governmental, regulatory, and private entities which will be

involved with the site, their respective roles, and the institutional arrangements anong
t hem

It will be particularly inportant to spell out who will maintain the site-w de cover and
whi ch

regul atory agency will provide the oversight to ensure the continued integrity of the
cover,

particularly during and after construction or nodification by tenants.

The devel opnent and upkeep of a "cover integrity map." This map shoul d be conti nuously
upgraded to identify all the areas in which the site-w de cover has been renoved,

nodi fi ed,
built over, repaired, etc. It would serve as a pernmanent reference for regul ators and
contractors intending to do work at the site.

A non-technical version of the "Mdification and Mai ntenance Gui de" should be placed in
local libraries, attached to the land title records, and distributed to | ocal governnenta
agenci es.

Not i ce

Thi s docunent has been prepared solely for the guidance of CURB Pollution in

interpreting infornmation available to them Oher users should satisfy thensel ves
i ndependently as

to fact and concl usions contained herein. In particular, such users should refer to origina
sour ces

of information rather than this meno. This docunent is not intended for use in any real estate
or

ot her transactions, nor as a public health recommendati on, and should not be used or relied
upon

for such purposes.

SUSAN HAJDA BROCK
Attorney at Law

306 East State Street, Suite 230 Fax: (607) 277-8042
Ithaca, New York 14850 E-mail: brock@l arityconnect.com
Tel ephone: (607) 277-3995 http://ww. brock. cl arityconnect. com

BY FACSI M LE AND MNAI L
Decenber 17,1997

Mar k Granger, Project Manager

Central NY Renedi ation Section

ERRD, 20t h Fl oor

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
290 Br oadway

New Yor k, NY 10007-1866

Re: Rosen Site Proposed Pl an



Dear Mark:

At the Decenber 9 public neeting on the Rosen Site's Proposed Plan, nenbers
of CURB requested that the public have the opportunity to comment during the Renedia
Desi gn phase. They have particul ar concerns about the nature of the site-w de surface
cover and groundwat er nonitoring program

The City of Cortland supports CURB's request. The City agrees with EPA that
the details of the cover and nmonitoring should be specified during the Renedi al Design
phases to nmaintain flexibility. However, there should be a formal nmechanismfor public
i nput on these significant issues before EPA nakes its decisions. The City urges EPA to
nmake a commtnent to solicit and receive public comrent during the Renedi al Design
phase.

<I MG SRC 98006N>

<I MG SRC 98006N1>

<I MG SRC 98006N2>
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MS. RYCHLENSKI: Good eveni ng.
Thanks for coming out tonight. My nane is
Ann Rychlenski. I'mcommunity -- I'ma
Conmunity Rel ations Coordinator with the
US Environnental Protection Agency. And |'m
sure, as nost of you know, this neeting here
tonight is to discuss EPA's Proposed Pl an
for the cleanup of the Rosen Brothers site
here in Cortl and.

Before | nmove onto a couple little
matters of business, | just want to
i ntroduce ny coll eagues that are here with
nme this evening who will be doing the
presentations.

Al the way over to ny left is Joel
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Si ngerman (indicating). And Joel's a Chief
of the Central New York Superfund branch at
EPA. He's going to be talking to you about
how t he Superfund process works, what it's
al | about.

And right here to ny imediate |eft
is Mark Granger (indicating). | think a |ot
of you here know Mark. He's been around a
long tinme with this site. Mark's the

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

Proj ect Manager of the Rosen site. He's
going to be tal king about what we found in
our site investigations, basically what we
found, how nmuch of it's there, where it's at
and what we propose to do with it.

So, that's basically what the |ine of
busi ness is here tonight.

| want to acknow edge one person
who's here tonight from DEC, David Canp.
Just say hi. New York State DEC. In case
there are any State-related questions that
cone up, |'msure Dave woul d be happy to
answer them

We have a few things that we do here
at neetings that deal with Proposed Pl ans.
As you can see we have a stenographer here
tonight, and that's not usual at nost public

neetings. And the reason for the
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st enographer is because this is, indeed, a

| egal record that is being taken, because
public coment is being taken toni ght, and
public coment is very, very inmportant in

t he Superfund process, because, as Mark wil |
talk about a little later on, community

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

acceptance of our Proposed Plan is one of
the criteria by which we make a decision on
what we're going to do about the site.

So, your coments here tonight are

very inportant. And you will see answers to
your questions and conmments reflected in the
docunent that we call a Responsiveness
Sunmary that we put out after we're all done
with this. After we get all of our witten
conments in, EPA responds to the public.
So. what you say here tonight is inportant,
it goes on the record, it will be responded
to in person here, but it will also be part
of our Responsi veness Sumary.

What | al so want to talk about a
little bit is the public comment period for
witten comrents too. We're in the mddle
of a public coment period now. It will end
on Decenber 17th. So, if you don't get in

everything you want to say or ask about
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tonight, you want to wite it down, send a
guestion or coment on to Mark Granger, his
address is in the Proposed Plan that you

have, and just nake sure that you get it to
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Mark by cl ose of business Decenber 17th, so
that those coments and questions are al so
included in the public record for the
decision on this site.

| just want to renmind you all to sign
in, if you haven't already, so that | can
put you on the mailing list, keep you there,
nmake sure | have the right address for you.

You all have a copy of the Proposed
Pl an and you al so have copies of the slides
that Mark will be showi ng tonight that you
can follow along with them If you have any
guestions or things that kind of cone into
your head, you can jot it right down there,
so feel free to just follow along with that.

If you want to really | ook at the
docunents involved with this site in depth,
over at the Cortland Free Library we have an
i nfornation respository that has all of the
docunents pertaining to this site. So, if
you want to do any further exploration

before the end of the comment period for a
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witten coment, you want to go take a | ook
everything is over at the Cortland Free
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Li brary.

' m going ask you to pl ease keep your
qguestions and comments until the end so that
our stenographer can get a clear record of
what happens here tonight. If you do have a
qguestion or coment, please stand, give your
nane, if you choose to, if you don't want
to, that's okay, and speak clearly so that
she can get the record down as accurately as
possi bl e.

I think that's about it. |I'm going
to turn it over to Joel, talk about the
Super fund process. Thank you.

MR, SI NGERMAN: Can you all see
that? Can everyone see this or is it too
l'i ght?

Several well-publicized toxic waste
di sposal disasters in the late 1970's, anong
t hem Love Canal, shocked the nation and
hi ghli ghted the fact that past waste
di sposal practices were not effective. In
1980 Congress responded with the creation of
t he Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation & Liability Act, nore comonly

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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known as Superfund.

The Superfund | aw provi ded Federa
funds to be used for the cl eanup of
uncontrol | ed and abandoned hazardous waste
sites and for responding to energencies
i nvol vi ng hazardous wastes. In addition
EPA was empowered to conpel those
responsi ble for these sites to pay for or to
conduct the necessary response actions.

The work to renediate a site is very
conpl ex and takes place in many stages.

Once a site is discovered, an inspection
further identifies the hazards and

contam nants. A determination is then nade
whet her to include the site on the Superfund
National Priorities List, a list of the
nation's worst hazardous waste sites. Sites
are placed on the National Priorities List
primarily on the basis of their scores
obt ai ned on the hazard ranki ng system which
eval uates the risk posed by the site. Only
sites in the National Priorities List are
eligible for work by Superfund.

The selection of a remedy for a

PDQ COURT REPORTERS



Public Meeting

1

A W N

N o O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Public Meeting

Superfund site is based upon two studies: A
Renedi al Investigation and a Feasibility
Study. The purpose of the Renedia
Investigation is to determne the nature and
extent of the contam nation at and enanati ng
fromthe site and the associated risk to
public health and the environnent. The
purpose of the Feasibility Study is to
identify and eval uate renedi al alternatives
to address that contam nation

Public participation is a key feature
in a Superfund process. The public is
invited to participate in all decisions that
will be nade at the site. Through the
Conmuni ty Rel ati ons Coordi nat or neetings
such as this one are held as necessary to
keep the public informed about what is
happeni ng at the site and what is planned.
The public is also given the opportunity to
conment on the results of the investigation
and studi es conducted at the site and the
proposed renedy.

After considering public comrents and
t he proposed renedy, a Record of Decision is

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

signed. A Record of Decision docunents why
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a particular renedy was sel ected. The site
then enters the renedi al design phrase,
where the plans and specifications
associated with the sel ected renedy are
devel oped. The renedial action, which
begi ns after design work is conpleted, is
the actual hands on-work associated with
cleaning up the site.

Fol |l owi ng the conpl etion of the
remedi al action the site is nonitored, if
necessary. Once the site no | onger poses a
threat to public health or the environnment
it can be deleted fromthe Superfund
National Priorities List.

MR, GRANGER: Hi. My name is Mark
Granger. |'ve been EPA' s Renedi al Project
Manager for the Rosen site for the past
seven years. Tonight |I'Il be discussing
site background, the Renedial Investigation
Feasibility Study, the risk assessnent and
presenting EPA's preferred alternative

The Rosen site is |ocated on
Pendl eton Street here in the City of

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

Cortland. Fromthe 1890's through the early
"70s the Wckwire Facility operated on forty

acres between South Main Street and
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Pendl eton Street, snelting scrap netal and
using that snelted netal in the manufacture
of nails, wire, wire nesh, screening and
wire products. After the plant closed in
the early '70s, Philip Rosen was contracted
to denolish the western twenty acres and in
exchange was granted title to the eastern
twenty acres. Rosen operated on the site
from 1975 to 1985.

Ann, can we see figure 2?

M5. RYCHLENSKI : Sure.

MR GRANGER: Here's South Main
Street, Pendleton Street to the right, you
can see the site outlined, and Philip Rosen
was contracted to denolish this twenty acres
and in exchange was granted the eastern
twenty acres of the site (indicating).

We go to the next slide. Rosen
activities at the site included scrap
processi ng and garbage hauling. The site

has been unoccupi ed si nce Rosen decl ared
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bankruptcy in 1985.
A New York State Departnent of
Envi ronnental Conservation investigation of

the site in 1986 found significant |evels of
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contam nation in groundwater and soil. As a
result of this investigation, the site was

added to Superfund's National Priority List
in March of 1989.

In January of 1990 a group of parties
potentially liable for cleanup agreed to
conduct the RI/FS for the site, and these
parties are known as potentially-responsible
parties or PRP' s.

Next slide. EPA conducted a renpval
action at the site from 1987 to 1989, where
drums of hazardous materials were renoved
along with severel y-contam nated soils,
transformers filled with PCBs. And, in
addition, the site was fenced.

The RI was perforned from 1990 to
1995, with additional studies being
conducted from 1995 to 1997. I'I| be
di scussing the results of these studies in a
little while.

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

The potentially-responsible parties
performed the investigation of the site with
EPA oversight, and studies included
groundwat er sanpling, soil sanpling, both
subsurface and surface soil, sedinent,
surface water and air sanpling, along with

test hitting and punp testing of the
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aqui fer.

The results of the Renedia
I nvestigation: There are two groundwat er
units beneath the site, an upper outwash
unit and a | ower sand and gravel unit. The
groundwater flow direction is to the
northeast. The City of Cortland being
situated at the confluence of severa
val | eys has nmmssive groundwater flow noving
beneath the site, far nore that you would
find in nost other areas of New York State,
and probably a | ot of other places, as well

The Rl found that groundwater
contam nation is confined to the upper
outwash unit.

The Cortland County -- |I'msorry.
The City of Cortland water supply is |ocated
PDQ COURT REPORTERS

far upgrading of the site. Mst soi
sanpl es were found to contain contani nants
above State guidance levels. And the R
further found that surface water, sedinent
and air have not been significantly inpacted
by the site

During the R, groundwater and soils
were sanpl ed for VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs and

nmetals. There were seven full rounds of
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groundwat er sanpling. And based on the
groundwat er and soil sanmpling efforts, it
was concluded that there was an intermttent
source of contam nation in soils in the area
of well 6. I'Il show you the figure in a
nonment .

In addition, the Rl concluded that
VOC | evel s in groundwater |eaving the site
were relatively | ow and have undergone
significant decline over tine.

Results of an investigation of the
cooling pond area, which I will show you in
a nonent, concluded that the cooling pond
area of the site was not a significant
source of contamination to the aquifer

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

However, several areas of significant
PCB and TCA contam nation were found, as
well as low to noderate |evels of
contam nants el sewhere in soils on the site.

Results of a druminvestigation
concl uded that there were no buried druns
able to be located at the site.

Can we see figure 27

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Figure 2, sure.

MR GRANGER: Groundwater flowis to

the northeast. This being north, northeast,
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groundwat er noves this way, northeast and
out past Pendl eton Street and then noves
into an easterly direction as it goes out
into the aquifer at large (indicating).

And then figure 1, Ann.

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Mm hm

MR, GRANGER: There's vall eys com ng
in fromthe west and fromthe north. The
City of Cortland is situated at the
confluence of these valleys and groundwat er
tends to nove in the vicinity of the site to
the northeast, to a westerly direction and
t hen out down the Tioughnioga River Valley

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

(i ndicating).

And the Cortland water supply, as you
can see, the groundwater flow noves in this
direction and down Cortland County
(indicating). The City of Cortland water
supply is in this vicinity, far upgradi ng of
groundwat er associated with the Rosen site
(i ndicating).

Ckay, Ann, figure 3.

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Mm hm

MR, GRANGER The RI found a
significant area of contam nation in the

well 6 area, as well in the T-02 areas
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(indicating). Those are areas where there's
TCA- cont ami nated soils and PCB-cont am nat ed
soils in the northeastern portion of the
site and in the Gantry Crane portion of the
site.

The cooling pond, |ocated at the
southern portion of the site, conprises
about three acres, with the remaining area
of the site being about seventeen acres
(i ndicating).

Ckay, next slide.

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Mm hm

MR, GRANGER: Sanpling results from
the I -- the RI were conpiled and anal yzed
in the risk assessnent. The purpose of the
ri sk assessment is to determ ne whether the
sites poses a threat to the hunan health and
t he environnent shoul d not hing be done.

EPA' s acceptable risk range for
non- car ci nogeni ¢ conpounds is a hazard i ndex
| ess than or equal to 1, and for
car ci nogeni ¢ conpounds a 10 to the m nus 4,
to 10 to the minus 6 risk, which basically
translates to an increased cancer rate from
1in 10,000 to 1 in 1,000, 000.

Results for groundwater found that
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risks fell outside EPA' s acceptable risk
range, with non-carcinogenic risk comng in
at -- with a hazard index of 66 and
carcinogenic risks 1.5 tines 10 to the mnus
3.

Results for soil also fell outside
EPA' s accepted risk range only for
non- car ci nogeni ¢ risks, with a hazard index
64. Al other risks were in or below EPA's

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

acceptabl e risk range.
Next slide.
M5. RYCHLENSKI: Mm hm
MR GRANGER: EPA's eval uated four
alternatives in the Proposed Plan to address
t hese ri sks.
Alternative 1. No action, is
required as a baseline in conparison and
assunes only nonitoring over tinme, which is
the -- $440,000 is the cost associated with
noni toring over a ten-year period.
Institutional controls alternative
assunes that the only action taken, aside
fromnmonitoring, is adnmnistrative action in
the formof deed restrictions or
restrictions on groundwater extraction for

pot abl e use, restrictions on excavating
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soils, et cetera, things of that nature.
The cost was carried over, because the
adm nistrative actions were assunmed to be in
addition to nonitoring over a ten-year
peri od.

Al ternative 3 includes hot spot
excavation of the TCA and PCB areas, a cap
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over the cooling pond, with a cover over the
remai ni ng portion of the site and natura
attenuati on of residual groundwater. The
total cost over a ten-year period was
collated to be $3.1 MIlion

Can we go to figure 3, Ann?

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Mm hm

MR, GRANGER: Basically alternative
3 woul d provide for excavation of the two
TCA areas and two PCB areas, with a cap
pl aced over the cooling pond, which we cal
a cooling pond. It was fornmerly a cooling
pond but was used as a landfill, we call it
the cooling pond area. It was a | andfil
that accepted construction and denolition
debris. The npst appropriate approach
toward final closure of that would be
placing a cap over the top of it and a

per meabl e cover placed across the remaining
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portions of the site. And groundwater would
be naturally attenuated over tine.

We'll goto --

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Want to go back to
the --
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MR, CGRANGER: Yes.

Al'ternative 4 includes the sane first
t hree conmponents of alternative 3, which is
hot spot excavation, cooling pond cap, and a
cover over the renmaining portion of the
site, and in addition provides for
groundwat er extraction and treatment.

Can we go to the figure?

M5. RYCHLENSKI : Mm hm

MR GRANGER: So, in addition to
excavation of the TCA and PCB areas with a
cap over the cooling pond portion of the
site and a perneable cover placed across the
remai ni ng portions of the site, a series of
extraction wells would be placed across the
northern perineter of the site that would
effectively create a hydraulic barrier or
wal I, if you will, which would extract
groundwat er and provide for a line to be
constructed out to the Tioughni oga River

where it would be discharged. And the tota
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cost for that -- can you go back to the
ot her slide?

M5. RYCHLENSKI : Sure.
PDQ COURT REPORTERS

MR GRANGER: -- which was
cal cul ated over a five-year period was $19.8
M1 1lion.

In evaluating the relative nerits of
each of the alternatives, EPA weighs each of
t hem agai nst nine evaluation criteria or
what we call insure EPA's nine criteria, the
threshold criteria being overall protection
of human health and the environnent and
conpliance with environmental regulations.
Those are the primary criteria we | ook at,
and then we nove to the bal ance: Long-term
ef fecti veness and permanence, reduction of
toxicity, nmobility or volume through
treatnent, short-termeffectiveness,

i mpl enentability and cost-nodifying
criteria, State and community acceptance,
whi ch Ann had mentioned earlier.

After careful consideration, EPA' s
preferred alternative is alternative 3,
contam nated soil hot spots excavation and
di sposal, installation of cap on forner
cooling pond, site-wi de surface cover and

natural attenuation of residual groundwater
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1 cont ami nati on.

2 EPA's rationale was this alternative
3 provi des the best bal ance anong the nine

4 criteria. It's protective of human health

5 and the environnent, reduces toxicity,

6 nobility and vol ume through per nanent

7 solution, it involves a sinmple

8 i mpl enentation with sinple naintenance and

9 uses known effective technologies and is

10 cost effective.

11 Thank you for your tinme. I'Il turn

12 the nmeeting back over to Ann

13 MR, SI NGERMAN: The preferred renedy
14 that was just described is just that, it's
15 EPA's preferred renedy, and EPA is not going
16 to nake a final selection until we've

17 considered all public comments and after the
18 conpl etion of the coment peri od.

19 MS. RYCHLENSKI: Okay, thank you,

20 Joel .

21 Ckay. Mark is going to -- you've got
22 the lights. Thats what we take EPA's

23 engineers with us for, these guys can do

24 lights.

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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1 Ckay. Al right, we'll take

2 qguestions. As | asked before, just speak

3 clearly, stand and give your nanme if you

4 feel confortable with that, so our

5 st enogr apher can get a good record.

6 Any questions or comrents?

7 (Wher eupon there was no verba

8 response)

9 MS. RYCHLENSKI: No questions or

10 comment s?

11 MS. KATHLEEN HENNESSY: | have a

12 qguesti on.

13 MS. RYCHLENSKI : Ckay.

14 MS. KATHLEEN HENNESSY: My nane is
15 Kat hl een Hennessy. And |I'm just wondering
16 about the groundwater, because even though
17 it doesn't go into the City's water supply,
18 what effect does it have on people with

19 wel I's who-are within the path of the
20 groundwater? | nean, | know you said it
21 goes into the Tioghnioga River, but --
22 MR, GRANGER: Right. W've done
23 sone investigations in ternms of when there
24 is any wells and we're unable to find anyone

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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with a well. Basically the plune is
confined within the City of Cortland, and
it's ny understanding that everyone within
the confines of the City limts is on City
wat er .

MS. KATHLEEN HENNESSY: Until it
goes into the river.

MR. GRANGER: Vell, by the time it
gets to the river, to tell you the truth
basically it's petered out.

MS. KATHLEEN HENNESSY: And it
doesn't -- but doesn't it |eave toxic
el enrents behind on the path?

MR GRANGER Contam nants can be
absorbed to soil, but in general the type of
contam nation that's leaving the site is
basi cal |y swept al ong and di sbursed over
di stance and over time, which is -- that's
not sonething that's exclusive to this site,
that's sonething that basically occurs at
all sites. And if you're renoving sources,
as we are here, you woul d expect that
petering out period to be shorter and
shorter.

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Yes, sir?
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MR, LARRY ASHLEY: My nane is Larry
Ashley. | wanted to start with a comrent.
W' ve handed to Mark a nunber of questions
that have arisen froma Curb neeting which
consi dered the Proposed Plan as you gave it
to us, and we sort of like to present those
publicly, sort of get some reaction now and
get themon the record.

The first thing that | would like to
say is that in terns of Ann's statenent that
conmuni ty acceptance of the plan is part of
what you aimat, Curb at least finds it
difficult to sinply accept the plan since
sone crucial elenents of the plan are
postponed to the design phase, in particular
the nature of the cap that's going to be on
the site and details about the groundwater
noni toring, both of which-are elenents for
the nine years of the devel opnent of this
that Curb has been fairly involved in and
considers to be fairly crucial fromthe
poi nt of view of the welfare of the
conmuni ty.

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

So, we just wanted to report to you
that we were finding it hard to just sort of

sel ectively say yes, this |ooks |ike a good
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thing for the community and/or no, this

| ooks |ike sonething that we would not |ike
in the |longrun, because -- because of the
absence of specificity for a few details, in
particular the cap and the details about
groundwat er nonitoring, both of which are
post poned until the design phase is
conpl et ed.

I's that clear?

MR. GRANGER: Yes, that's perfectly
cl ear.

And let ne say that | think that one
of the strong points of this Proposed Pl an
is that it does not specify the cap
configuration nor the specifics of the
groundwat er nonitoring plan. EPA is
definitely looking for a protective cap and
it's definitely | ooking for a conprehensive
nonitoring program |f you specify both of
those -- but let me just start with the cap
If you specify what the cap is, you're

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

basically closing off the possibilities for
what you may want to do with the cap in the
future.

So, what our cap -- ultimtely what
our cap conponents are going to be could be

a nunber of things, all of which would have
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an equi val ent protection, such as you could
have an i nmperneable, geotextile layer with a
foot of soil with grass on top. If we
specified that, then it could be difficult
to say okay, now we're going to build a road
across the cap, which that would be a part
of the cap too, but that would be asphalt
with gravel. Or if you wanted to put grave
and put sonething el se across the top, or if
you wanted to build a building, there's a
ot of ways -- there's a lot of directions
that this site could go in terns of the
future.

At a site where the site was not
goi ng to do anything, nothing was going to
happen with the site, you could specify, you
could say, all right, we're going to put,
you know, we're going to asphalt the entire

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

site and that's going to be the end of that.
I think that we're trying to all ow
the maximum flexibility in terns -- and
provi de that benefit to the comunity.
Simlarly, with the nonitoring
program we could specify now what that
nonitoring programis, but then you lock it

in, and it is possible that EPA woul d want
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to require additional nonitoring points,
woul d want to go out further into the
aquifer or require the installation of
nonitoring wells, and if we went down on
record as saying that this is going to be

t he nonitoring programwhen we forge a | ega
agreenment with whoever's going to inplenment
the renedy, that's locked in in the Record
of Decision, so -- okay, did | answer your
guesti on?

MR LARRY ASHLEY: You did, although
it postpones rather than answers sone of our
difficulties. Because anpbngst those
proposed renedi es, they may all be equally
protective, but they're not equally
desirable fromthe point of view, in our

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

j udgrment, of the community and what the
conmmunity will live with for the termafter
that. So, that's a crucial itemwhich
remains for us crucial, and which we're
going to, | guess, continue to be asking or
trying to nmake sure that what eventually is
decided is not anything that the comunity

is going to find hard to live with in the

[ ongrun. Such, in ny judgment, would be an

asphalt cover.
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Putting an asphalt barrier, right
there limting, | think, a ot of the
possibilities for -- for the community in
the future. This is a crucial issue for us.
That's all |'m saying.

MR, GRANGER: Are you worried about
an asphalt cover?

MR LARRY ASHLEY: Am | worried
about it?

MR, GRANGER: Are you worried that's
going to be what's going to happen?

MR LARRY ASHLEY: That's one
possibility, yes.

MR, GRANGER: Well, wi thout going
PDQ COURT REPORTERS

down conpl etely, you know, staking ny
reputation on it, we're not really | ooking
to place an asphalt cover over the site. |
know t hat's not necessarily reassurance for
you.

MR. LARRY ASHLEY: That's a relief,
because in the docunent that you sent to us,
i n parentheses there was al ways the soil
gravel, asphalt trilogy, and one of those --
one itemin that trilogy is inportantly, |
t hi nk, undesirable for the comunity, so --

MR. GRANGER: Right.
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MR LARRY ASHLEY: -- if EPA was,
you know, still envisioning doing that, then
that woul d be crucial for us.

MR, GRANGER: | think the only
asphalt that we woul d envision on the Rosen
site would be a road, in terns of |ike
devel opi ng the property for-sone other
pur pose.

MR LARRY ASHLEY: Well, we | ook
forward to that.

MR SI NGERMAN:  How about the ot her
itenms within parentheses, do you object to

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

any of the other ones or just the asphalt?

MR LARRY ASHLEY: The crushed --
what was it -- crushed gravel or crushed
stone or whatever it was, | don't quite know
what that anmpbunts to, and | guess | don't
renmenber that that ever arose in your
di scussion with us as the basic cover, but
that covered by soil seens plausible, but
crushed stone by itself, | nean, | would
want to know what the ramfications are for
that renedy too

MR, GRANGER: Ckay.

MS. RYCHLENSKI: | think too -- |

just want to interject for a nonent: that
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as we go into renedi al design, we'l

continue to work with Curb and with the rest
of the community on that design. W don't
just cone out and spring a renedial design
on people and say, hey, here, this is what
it is. W cone out, we'll talk about it,
we'll have a neeting simlar to thie one,
maybe a neeting before that, maybe one after
t hat, dependi ng on what the community's
requirenents are and the comunity's

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

concerns are. But here it is witten in
stone and we're never going to talk to you
again, we'll never do that. W've been in
touch and we'll stay in touch. You guys
have been very inportant in this process.

MR, SINGERMAN: Plus if you have any
i deas now or any reconmendations in witing,
we consider that --

MS. RYCHLENSKI : Absol utely.

MR SINGERMAN: -- for the future.

MS. RYCHLENSKI : Absol utely.

Yes, sir?

MR, SAM FARRELL: |'m Sam Farrell
You nentioned the groundwater extraction and
treatment. Could you go into nore detail on
that? |f that happened, woul d that

elimnate a cap if that was done in this



18 particul ar area?

19 MR, GRANGER No, it would not.

20 MR SAM FARRELL: It would not.

21 MR. GRANGER: The purpose of the cap
22 is to elimnate exposure to surface soils.
23 Are you tal king about the cap over the

24 cooling pond or the surface cover?

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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1 MR SAM FARRELL: Yes, well --

2 MR, GRANGER: Or bot h?

3 MR SAM FARRELL: About the

4 groundwat er extraction, would that also --

5 MR, GRANGER: Ri ght.

6 MR, SAM FARRELL: -- would you be on
7 the Rosen site? of course would that.

8 MR, GRANGER: Ckay.

9 MR, SAM FARRELL: Wbuld you al so be
10 dryi ng out the pond?
11 MR, GRANGER: Ckay. The pond is not
12 necessarily -- the pond is not any different
13 fromthe renmainder of the site in terns of
14 the aquifer. It's not a pond. It's
15 basically a landfill. It's been covered and
16 it's flat on -- it's at ground | evel on one
17 end and it's nmounded up fifteen feet high on
18 the other end, so there's no pond, per se.

19 Basi cal | y when we say pond, we nean
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landfill. And there's construction debris,
actually nost of the Wckwi re buildings were
dunped into the cooling pond.

So, as we were digging down doing our
i nvestigation, what you tended to see was

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

twenty feet deep of bricks mxed in with
ti mbers and nmetal rods and things of that
nature. So, the groundwater extraction and
treatnment actually -- just backing up -- and
one of the things |I had nentioned in nmy talk
was that there's a massive groundwater flow
that's novi ng beneath the Rosen site and
beneath the Cortland area in general

As you extract groundwater, you
wouldn't tend to dry out anything. You'd
tend to extract the groundwater, you'd
extract a lot, probably a mllion to a
mllion and a half gallons a day, but you
woul dn't be drying anything out. So, that
woul d not influence the cap at all. The
pur pose of the cap doesn't have anything to
do with the groundwater, per se.

I's that clear?

MR. SAM FARRELL: Yes.

MR, GRANGER: Did | address your
guesti on?

MR. SAM FARRELL: (Nods head)
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MR, GRANGER: Ckay.
M5. RYCHLENSKI: Yes?
PDQ COURT REPORTERS

M. JAM E DAGLER: Jami e Dagl er
(phonetic) from Curb. Qur second question
Mark, is kind of related to the first
guestion that Larry asked. W're just
pressing you a little bit nore on this. In
general we just want to know why nore
options weren't costed out in the Proposed
Pl an?

For exanple, you know, the fact that
the Proposed Plan, there are four
alternatives; however, alternative 1 and
alternative 2 are out of the question,
think, right?

M5. RYCHLENSKI: Well, | think
alternative 2 is a viable alternative, but
that's a subjective statenent.

M5. JAM E DAGLER: Ckay. | think
can, at |east speaking for Curb, it would
certainly not be acceptable to Curb, but --
so, alternatives 3 and 4 are what we agreed
is really the only real alternatives for any
ki nd of significant cleanup of the site, and
alternative 4, certainly based on the

i nfornal discussions that we've had with you
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all along, appears to be a bit unreasonabl e
per haps, given the cost in relation to the
likely benefit of groundwater treatnment,
whi ch | eaves us then with only one
alternative

Qur question or our coment is this:
Now, again, | amkind of echoing what Larry
al ready said, given the lack of detail about
groundwat er nonitoring, about the surface
cover and alternative 3 as it has been
presented in the plan, we're wondering if --
if what the Proposed Plan actually
i ncorporates is an alternative which
actual | y enconpasses nmany possible
alternatives?

In other words, why, perhaps,
woul dn't you have costed out the difference
bet ween an asphalt cover as opposed to a
one-foot soil cover with a geothermal --
what's it called -- a geotextile cover as
opposed to a two-foot soil cover, et cetera?

In other words, are there significant
di fferences in cost to doing these kinds of
options or doing some conbi nation of those

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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t hi ngs?

And, you know, as you know, we
certainly raised the issue of a soi
scrapedown with you informally earlier in
the process, and | guess we want to, for the
record, ask that again. Wuldn't it have
been useful to cost out, as another
alternative, a soil scrapedown?

For exanple, it seens to us as a soi
scrapedown woul d have been a nore pernmanent
renedy. And if that's the case, would it
have been cost effective in terns of
reduci ng | ong-term nai nt enance costs? For
exanpl e, as opposed to bl acktop, asphalt or
other alternatives?

So, again, we're a little bit
per pl exed about what we see as a narrow --
really literally just one realistic option
whi ch seens to have within it the
possi bility of a nunber of options which are
not costed out as separate options.

Does that nake sense to you?

MR GRANGER: Yes. As | had
nmentioned as we were talking to Larry, |

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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can't enphasi ze enough that the flexibility
that's built into the site-w de cover system
is a strong point in the Proposed Plan, not
a weakness.

In fact, nost likely the cost
di fference between an asphalt cap, a grave
cap, a dirt cap is probably not all that
much. What we were | ooking to get was the
reduction of risk by ensuring that the site
was covered fromone end to the other. The
flexibility cones in whereby if | specify --
or | shouldn't say | -- but if EPA specifies
in a Record of Decision sone cap
configuration and then locks it in, it
elimnates the possibility of anything el se
bei ng done on those portions of the site,
which is significant. That's seventeen
acres of property, seventeen acres of
undevel oped property in the Gty of
Cortl and.

Again, for example, if | specify --
if EPA specifies a grass -- a dirt cover
covered with soil and grass fromone end to
the other, it doesn't allow the possibility
PDQ COURT REPORTERS

Meet i ng 3
for then going in and putting a road and
devel opi ng sone sort of -- perforning sone
ki nd of devel opnent on the property in the

future. Is that clear?
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M. JAM E DAGLER Yeah, although I
guess |'mkind of confused, naybe, about the
process and the significance of the ROD
For exanple, | guess | just envision this as
proceedi ng such that at sone point there is
a definite decision nade about all aspects
of the cl eanup, because, | nmean, we've been
under the inpression that eventually EPA
turns the site over to the DEC, for exanple
and at that point obviously you' re no |onger
i nvol ved.

So, I'mnot clear on -- | understand
your point about flexibility, and certainly
makes perfect sense, but at what point does
the final configuration of what's going to
be done there becone deci ded?

And certainly Curb has been
interested in making sure that public
comment -- official public coment
certainly, as well as the kind of infornal

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

ng
i nterchange will continue to be all owed
through all of those. Maybe we're just not
cl ear about how the process will actually
unfold after the ROD

MR, GRANGER: Well, we'll be | ooking
for a design docunment, whether we're
performing it or whether the PRPs are

performing it, within -- let nme see --

40
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probably 1999, and at that point you'll be
finalizing all your cover configurations and
your nonitoring prograns and your cap
configurati on.

M5. JAM E DAGLER So, the
flexibility you're tal king about, you're
concei ving about the desirability of that
flexibility for that now two- or three-year
peri od?

MR, GRANGER: That's the way |
envision it at present, yes, although
dependi ng on what the City of Cortland
you know, as you know, EPA's not in the |and
devel opnent, we're just allowing for it.
Dependi ng on how creative the Cty of

Cortland is or Cortland County or whoever's

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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approaching the Cty in the neantine would
di ctate somewhat how that flexibility is
going to fall out.

| don't think | was done with the
second part of Jam e's question. Before we
move on

MS. RYCHLENSKI: | think Larry had
anot her questi on.

MR, LARRY ASHLEY: No, it was really
a follow to Janie's.

MR, GRANGER: Ckay, junp in.

MR LARRY ASHLEY: The flexibility
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m ght seeminportant if you were going to
gat her sone new i nformati on neanwhil e, that
isif we're keeping flexible for a couple of
years, and that's an advantage. Presunmably
you're going to get sone infornmation that
will come down solidly on the side of one
form of capping rather than another or one
di splay of monitoring rather than another
Are we planning to gather information during
the intervening couple of years so that we
gat her information we don't presently have
in maki ng that decision?

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

MR, GRANGER: Absol utely.

MR, LARRY ASHLEY: Absol utely, okay.

MR. GRANGER The information is
going to be is anyone interested in putting
sone kind of enterprise on the site?

MR, LARRY ASHLEY: That's the
information that we're --

MR, GRANGER:  Yes.

MR, LARRY ASHLEY: Not testing or
anything like that?

MR, GRANGER: No, absolutely.

MR LARRY ASHLEY: Ckay.

MR, GRANGER: No, there's no testing
necessary for inplenentation of a cover on
the site.

And getting to a second part of
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Jamie's -- is that clear, Larry?

MR LARRY ASHLEY: Yeah.

MR, GRANGER: Getting to the second
part, Jam e, we have four options in the
Proposed Pl an. There were several other
options that were evaluated in the
Feasibility Study. Qoviously we can't put

all of the information that's included in

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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the Feasibility Study into the Proposed
Pl an.

One of the sections of the
Feasibility Study screens out alternatives
that don't really appear to be realistic
froma nunber of standpoints. And one of
t hose addressed excavation of the entire
contam nated soils fromone end of the site
to the other, which basically entails a
massi ve undertaki ng of digging down six feet
across the entire site, which is what we
found after going through several test pits,
that the soils |l ook |ike they' ve been
i npacted in sonme way down to six feet, and
wi thout, |ike, testing, which is another
probably tens of thousands of dollars nore,
that we would -- that that was not really a
realistic approach.

And that covering the site neets the
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goal of reducing the risk, which is
basically the entire thrust of the program
isto-- in balancing the nine criteria
conm ng up with approaches that address site

ri sks, not necessarily ease of naintenance

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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over the long term which is a
consi deration, but granted, doing that
massi ve undertaki ng woul d nake things very
si nmpl e, because you're just renoving
everything, you don't have anything else to
worry about. But when you start putting
that into -- weighing that agai nst what your
other options are, it doesn't appear to be
realistic.

MS. RYCHLENSKI: This gentleman here
has been waiting (indicating).

MR. ERI C DUMOND: Yeah, my nane is
Eric DuMond from Curb. And this right now
we're in the mddle of the public comment
peri od. What happens if, say, a
year-and-a-half fromnow after the Record of
Decision is made you're tal ki ng about maybe
new t echnol ogi es possibly arising to -- that
may alter, you know, the cap, will there be
any future public conment period before the
Record of Decision is inplenented, before

action is taken?
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MR GRANGER. The Record of Deci sion

being i nplenmented as is, there would not be
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any further coment period unless there's a
conment period associated with cl oseout.

MR SI NGERMAN: Wl |, there are
nmechani sns in the aw that all ow for changes
to renedies. There's ROD amendnents,
there's an expl anation of significant
differences, and really it's a function of
what type of changes are necessary.

Quite frequently during design we may
find something in the site that changes our
opi ni on about the renedy, a new technol ogy
may cone about, so we have the ability and
flexibility to change renedies.

So, dependi ng upon whi ch nechani sm we
woul d use to change a renedy, we woul d seek
public coment to nake sure that -- that
what ever we changed woul d be, you know,
acceptable to the public, and in the sane
way we're requesting public comment now.

MR. ERI C DUMOND: But the only
the problemthat | see is that, you know,
we're in the Record of Decision, you know,
public coment conmes before the Record of
Deci sion. W don't have any definite

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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really any definite answer as -- as far as
specifics on the site. How can we, as a
conmunity, or as an individual really,

deci de whether this proposal is acceptable
to us?

That's, you know, we had a neeting
the other night -- last night, and I was --
I"'mquite -- I'mvery adamant about
i mposi ng, you know, the proposal nunber 3.
because wi t hout any specifics, how can this
conmunity accept this proposal as is?

And if after the record of, you know,
or after this tinme period is over we're not
al lowed -- our comments aren't going to
i nfluence the EPA's decision on this unti
extrenmely late in the process, | don't think
that's doing this comrunity any justice.

MR SI NGERVAN:  The Record of
Deci sion conment period is just a conment on
the renedy. EPA will accept comrents al
t hr oughout the process, through the
del etions of the site fromthe Nationa
Priorities List, at any tine. W' re always

willing to hear what people have to say

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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about what we're doing.

46



A W N

N o O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Public Meeti

A W N

We have neetings all the tine, you
know. W can have -- like say, for exanple,
in various, you know, through the design,
nean, really what we feel is necessary, what
the public feels is necessary as far as
keeping theminforned and trying to nake
sure the public's happy with what's going on
with the site.

We're not trying to ramthis down
anyone's throat. Basically we're here,
there's sone basic principles of the renmedy
that are being identified and we're
excavating four known hot spot areas that we
bel i eve are the significant sources of
contam nation. We're covering over the
former cooling pond. And | nean, we
specifically identified, you know, those,
nean, those are the major part of the
remedy.

And the other part covering over

is we're not exactly sure what we'll be
covering with, but, I nean, whatever we do,
we'll be protective of public health and the

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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envi ronnent .
MR. ERIC DUMOND: So, basically in
all actually the official public comrent
peri od doesn't end the 17th, in other words,

is what you're saying?
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MR SI NGERVAN:  The conment on the
actual renedy, once we consider public
coment, then we'll make a decision on the
renedy, but we're always open to concerns or
comments fromthe public

| nmean, we -- just as we presune
conments were provided, you know, fromthe
begi nni ng, you know, when the site was
listed up until now we have -- people have
conmment ed on various things and Curb has
presented concerns to our agency and, you
know, Mark has net with the group and, you
know, various other parties, | nean, you
know, have expressed concern, so EPA has
consi dered those.

So, throughout the whole process from
listing the site on the National Priorities
List to deletion, EPA will always consider
anybody's concerns, whether it be the

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

ng

public's, potentially-responsible parties,
you know, |local officials, elected
officials, whatever.

MS. RYCHLENSKI: And just to add to
what Joel has said, |'ve been doing
conmunity relations for the agency for a
very long tinme. And this is --

A VO CE: You need to speak up

MS. RYCHLENSKI: I1'msorry, |'ve

49
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been doi ng conmunity relations for the
agency for a very long tine and | have seen
RODs reopened and changed, and what we cal
an Expl anation of Significant Differences
done, because communities are vocal and
because they are concerned.

So, this is an official public
conment period, as Joel nentioned, to this
proposed renedy, but the public activity and
especially, a group like yours in a
conmunity like this, does not end until the
site is deleted. It continues.

We have sone sites that are extrenely
active. This is one where the comunity's
very active. W have some where the
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comunities don't becone active at all, but
especially on sites like this it's a
continui ng process. Especially you have a
TAG it's a continuing process.

Yeah, Larry?

MR LARRY ASHLEY: | think | can cut
through this pit. Is it possible within
Mar k' s guidelines or EPA's guidelines that
you return to this community before the
decision is already nade?

Because |'m a person who does not
bel i eve that once a decision has been nade

you're in the sane position as just before



14 it is made. | think what woul d be best from

15 the point of view of -- of bringing this
16 conmunity into the decision, would be if
17 just prior or just at that nmonment when

18 you're trying to deci de what the nature of
19 that cap is, you would return to this

20 conmunity and say here are the realistic
21 alternatives as we're now | ooki ng at them
22 we' re about to decide, give us sone input,
23 because we know you're going to live with
24 what we deci de.

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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1 If it's decided independently of us,
2 | think it will l|eave residually. There

3 wi Il always be people who think they have
4 been kept out of the process and would --
5 nmay nmove to opposition just on that.

6 think in the point of community relations
7 and procedure | think it would be -- not

8 give a -- a fet a conpli (phonetic), but a
9 genui ne chance of contribution from-- not
10 that you have to foll ow what we do, but we'd
11 like the | anguage of being part of the

12 process to have sone real neaning, and

13 sonething like that would do it.

14 Now, that nay not be standard, but |
15 guess | would like to request it, if it's
16 possi ble within the framework of what you

17 do.
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MS. RYCHLENSKI: It's not unusual
We can do it.

MR, GRANGER: | just want to nmmke
sure exactly what you're tal king about.
You' re sayi ng before the decision's final
We're anticipating finalizing our decision
within the next month or so.

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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Now, but what you're tal king about
especially is a final decision as to what
the final cap configuration's going to be,
which is presumably at the stage of
conpl etion of the renedial design, is that
correct?

MR LARRY ASHLEY: \What you're
tal ki ng about for desirabl e purposes from
your point of view |eaving open and flexible
for up to two years.

MR, GRANGER: It's not from my point
of view It's fromEPA s point of view and
fromthe community point of view

MR, LARRY ASHLEY: Ckay, stand
corrected. But in any case, if that's stil
going to remain open, we'll still be here
and we will be interested in knowi ng what
you are considering doing to that twenty
acres, which is our twenty acres, you know.

We don't want to see it -- we don't

want to see it becone either an eyesore or
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unuseable. O actually |I would say | trust
t hat whatever cover you put on will be
health protective. | nean, | just -- | have
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to believe that you' re going to do a good
job of insulating whatever residual health
dangers remain on the site fromthe
conmunity, but there's nuch nore that
remai ns at stake, because | think | could do
t hat al ong the whol e spectrum of things,
sone of which could be a disaster from our
conmuni ty.

And economics aside, if you won't
tell us what the costs of these various
things are, we would certainly like to tel
you whi ch various alternatives we would
prefer as a comunity to end up with for
that site, and | think that's really where
Eric was going with his question.

MR, GRANGER: Let ne just state for
the record and nake sure that | paraphrase
for the record, you're not worried about
acceptabl e cap configurations. Wat you're
worried about, is it an unacceptable cap
configuration fromthe comunity standpoint?
For exanple, one exanple of which would be a
conpl ete asphalt paving of the property.

MR LARRY ASHLEY: Exactly.
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MR, GRANGER: And you would like to
be kept inforned and the opportunity to have
i nput at the point where those decisions are
bei ng nade?

MR, LARRY ASHLEY: Yes.

MR, GRANGER: Ckay. That's ny
paraphrase and I'I| defer to my supervisor

MR SI NGERVMAN: But also is there
anything else in the list of your, you know,
dislikes, as far as, | nean, we'd be nore
than happy to consider if you want to just
identify other, you know, other caps that
you don't think are appropriate, asphalt and
anyt hi ng el se?

One of the reasons we're here is to
hear your concerns. | nmean, you don't have
to identify themright now. It's an ongoing
process. One of the reasons we have TAGis
t hat your advisor, you know, we can interact
with the advisor and the group to nmake sure
that the group is and the community at |arge
in happy with what were sel ecting, what
we're ultimately selecting for the site

So, if you can identify now or at
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sone time in the future, we'd be nore than

happy to take that request.
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MR LARRY ASHLEY: Yes. Wuld just
like to say, although |I don't know if you
would Iike to be pressed on this too hard,
that we were sort of surprised when the
possi bility was nooted of one-foot cover,
because we had thought that two feet, in
fact someone asserted three feet, but it's
controversial for us what the depth of that
cover is expected to be, so we'd like to
think that through, and if a soil cover for
the site is the sel ected capping surface,
cappi ng net hod.

MR GRANGER: So, | nean, |
anticipate an ongoing relationship with Curb
and i ndivi dual nmenbers of Curb, although
there's always the hit by a bus syndrone
wher eby, you know - -

MR, LARRY ASHLEY: Ri ght, sonething
doesn't --

A VO CE: You or us?

MR GRANGER Yeah, could be either
way. So --
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MR LARRY ASHLEY: We've dodged a

f ew buses.
MR, GRANGER: So, let's put down for

the record that we need to address the

possibility of fornalizing an agreenent to

mai ntai n conmuni cati on with the conmunity
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regardi ng the cap configuration

MR LARRY ASHLEY: Thank you.

MR SI NGERMAN: Because al so we
don't want to preclude the appropriate
devel opnent of the property, so we don't
want to put sonething down there, therefore
it can't be devel oped, so, | nean,
ultimately we see it as being -- devel oping
the piece of property.

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Jami e?

M5. JAM E DAGLER: Yeah. Could
al so just kind of state for the record that
I think one reason why we're concerned
about -- this is not the main reason,
think Larry's discussed the nain reason --
in that, you know, | guess we would like to
see, you know, that kind of nore officia
conmtrment that there will be a public
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conment at this stage, et cetera. Because
we have had a really good relationship as a
result of the TAG process, et cetera. It's
not clear that we will have that TAG for
very much | onger.

| mean, Mark, you know our situation,
we' re basically out of noney. W need to
deci de whether we want to reapply for an
additional TAG And the fact of the matter

is adnm nistering this TAG has been a
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nightnare for us and I'mnot really sure
that we can do it. And so if that happens,
Curb is not going to dissolve. | can say
that we are in it for the longrun, but the
nature of our relationship with you nay
change, you know, if we don't have the

t echni cal advi sor.

And we want to make sure that, you
know, if that happens, you know, if Curb
kind of officially dissolves as a TAG group
that there are nmechanisns in place to all ow
for us as individuals, or collectively
wi t hout TAG and the technical advisor --

MR GRANGER Well, the technica

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

ng
advi sor works for you. Any relationship
that you have established with EPA t hrough
ny position or any other relationships that
you m ght have is very straightforward
M5. JAM E DAGLER: Yeah.
MR, GRANGER: The TAG is ancillary
to any relationship that's been established.
M5. JAM E DAGLER: Wl |, Mark,

again, | firmy believe that that is what

wi || happen if you renmain Project Manager
but if you don't -- and you really stuck
with us over the long -- we went through two

Proj ect Managers in a short period of tine

and you've been with us for a long tine and
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we really appreciate that. But again, we're
tal ki ng about years really into the future,
and so we're a little bit nervous about our
ability to sustain that relationship with
EPA, because we may not have a TAG

And also if you end up not being in
this position we'd be having to forge around
with a new Project Manager without a TAG
which | assume would be a bit nmore difficult
to do, maybe depending on that individua

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

ng
and his or her experience with conmunity
groups. That's kind of where we're at.

MR, GRANGER:. Ckay.

MR SI NGERVAN: Mark will | ook both
ways tw ce before crossing now.

MS. RYCHLENSKI: So, basically what
we're doing is we're chaining Mark to the
Rosen site for the rest of his professiona
life.

| saw a hand go up here (indicating).

MR TCDD M LLER: Todd Ml ler. |'ve
got ny public hat on tonight. My question's
two parts, hypothetical. Maybe one, Mark
you can answer and naybe the second part
Dave here.

One: Option 3 will allowa plune to
go beyond the extent of the site underneath

the residences. Is there a plan for
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surveys, such that in the future soneone
doesn't come in the neighborhood and drill a
wel | ?

And two: |If someone wanted to dril
a well anyway over the plune, what are their

wat er rights situation? Can they go ahead,

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

ng

drill it and say, yeah, nmy water's

contam nated, |I'mgoing to sue or sonething
i ke that?

MR, GRANGER: My understanding is
that there are restrictions on installing
pot abl e drinking water wells within the City
of Cortland, or at a m ninumyou need to
obtain a permt first. | would say that as
part -- typically as part of EPA s renedy
and as part of the consent decree that woul d
be entered into with the
potentially-responsible parties, or as part
of EPA's inplenentation of the renedies
shoul d the potentially-responsible parties
not desire to proceed with inplenmentation of
the renedy, a part of whatever renedy that
gets selected is the formalization of
institutional controls, such as deed
restrictions and restrictions on
installation of wells for potable purposes,

soneti nes even for nonpotabl e purposes.
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| don't see, personally at this
poi nt, just speaking fromny own opinion, |
don't see the need to restrict groundwater

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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wi thdrawal s for industrial purposes at this
point in tinme, but | do see the w sdom of
restricting potable withdrawal of water
downgr adi ng of the Rosen site, and that
woul d be formalized in the future.

MR TODD MLLER | guess it cones
down to a question of water rights of the
property owner. Can you prevent a property
owner fromusing their water underneath
their property?

MR. GRANGER: That's a good
qguestion. | don't know if that would be
enforceable, but it certainly would be --
I'"mgoing to have to |ook into that one,
Todd.

MR SI NGERVAN: Vel |, if
institutional controls is part of the
renedy, then EPA could effectively prohibit
peopl e fromusing the water underneath the
property. | nmean, if we select, you know,
part of the renedy that we're proposing
includes institutional controls, such as
dead restrictions or other mechanisms to
prevent any installation of potable water

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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wells within the extent of the plune, so
basically that's, you know, that would be
part of the remnedy.

So, it would be up to sone |oca
authority to inplenment that aspect of it.
Li ke, for exanple, whoever controls the
i ssuance of permts for installation of
wel I s woul d know that they cannot issue
permts for X nunber of years until EPA says
that, you know, the water is now safe. So,
therefore, you cannot install a well, so

that would be controlled as part of the

renmedy.
But EPA itself cannot -- you can't go
out and say -- we're not the authority that

i ssues the permits, so we're not the one
that can say you can't issue a permt. W
woul d just tell the party, whether it's the
County or City. | guess it's the City.

MR, TODD M LLER. Does the County
have a right to refuse a permit on the basis
that water is contaninated beneath then®
That's my questi on.

MR SI NGERMAN: Yes, because one of
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t he purposes of issuing a permt is that you
don't want to install a well that's not a

pot abl e supply, so they're not going to
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approve a pernmt if it's not going to have
usable water, and if it's contaminated it's
not usable unless you treat it, so there's
al so sone interrel ationship between the fact
that there's already public water supply.

So, sonetimes there's -- there are
| ocal ordinances that preclude installation
of private wells in the area that's
controlled by a public water supply, so
don't know the specific -- specifically what
the law is here, but that, | nean, it's
likely to be the case.

MR. TODD M LLER: Actually that
woul d work in Cortland, because actually
Cortland is only one of the few places that
has a permtting system Most counti es
don't in New York, but fortunately Cortl and
does.

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Okay. This |ady
here (i ndicating).

MS. AUDREY LEWS: My nane is Audrey
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Lewis. | amfromthe Health Departnent, the

agency that would be issuing permts, and

think that the i ssue may soon be a noot

poi nt, because for other reasons they're

| ooking into restricting any wells drilled

within the City public water supply, water
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district to cross-contam nation
cross-connection problens. So, it nmay not
be al | owed anywhere within the water
district to drill potable waters. As wel
as the plunme doesn't go outside City limts
and once it reaches Cortlandville that's no
| onger in that.

MR, GRANGER: Do you have a tine
frame for that, Audrey, of when you expect
that decision to be finalized?

MS. AUDREY LEWS: Probably we talk
to the Water Board. Doug, you would have a
better estimate.

MB. RYCHLENSKI : Okay.

Yes, sir?

A VO CE: What you just said, are
you saying that the EPA's proposing to
nonitor the plune fromthe plunme broke --

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

Meeti ng

MR, SI NGERMAN: Part of the renedy
is to include nonitoring of the plume to
nmake sure that it is attenuating. We're
just not going to just ignore it and wal k
away fromit. Part of the long-term
nonitoring is to make sure that natural
attenuation is occurring ss part of the
renmedy.

A VO CE: So, does that mean that

you' re going to be proposing nore wells
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downgr adi ent of the site?

MR, SI NGERMAN:  \Well, it depends.
nean, we nmay be able to use existing wells,
we nay have to install additional wells.
These are sone of the decisions we have to
make during design, but we basically want to
el -- find out what's happens with the plune
over sone time, so if we need nore wells we
woul d install them

A VOCE That's -- once again, that
is one of ny big concerns is once this
Record of Decision is nmade and this decision
is inmplemented, what happens if the EPA, god

forbid, they fix a hot spot and a hot spot
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devel ops, what happens then? Are the PRPs
still responsible for any additional cleanup
costs?

MR, SI NGERMAN: PRPs are responsible
for -- for anything at the site, even if we
delete the site fromthe National Priorities
List and find contami nation after that, so
they're always on the hook. That's why it's
in their best interest for themto inplenent
a renedy at the site and do it the best
possi bl e way, because if they don't do it to
our satisfaction, they may have to do it
over again. Or EPA may have to go in and

spend addi tional funds.
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So, the thing is, is that, as |
nmentioned earlier, the ROD amendnents, ESDs,
we have nechani sns for changing renedies, if
necessary. So, if we find sone additiona
hot spot in the future, you know, if we
can't address it under the current ROD, we
can perhaps nodify the ROD as, you know, as
necessary to enconpass other contam nant
sources or problens we find in the future.

MR, GRANGER: And just to add one
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nore thing to that, you'll notice in the
Proposed Plan as one of the bullet items
under the preferred alternative, the
provision for a five-year review, so that
such -- such that the Superfund program
requires that the site be reviewed and al
the data that's been received revi ewed every
fire years to ensure that the renedy that's
used remai ns protective.

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Larry?

MR LARRY ASHLEY: |'d like to ask
sone really just basically infornationa
guestions I'msure will be no problem They
nostly surround the 360 cap

MR, GRANGER: |'m sorry?

MR. LARRY ASHLEY: The 360 cap over
t he cool pond.

MR, GRANGER: Yes.
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MR, LARRY ASHLEY: Several questions
about it.

MR, GRANGER: Ckay.

MR, LARRY ASHLEY: One: Could you
tell us in other terns other than 360 cap

what the nature of that barrier is |like?

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

Two: Is it in the end covered with
this same sort of cover as is being
commtted for the other seventeen acres? Is
it set aside in sone way, is it visually
differentiable fromthe other areas of the
site?

| gather that the cooling pond gets
treated differently because it deserves this
cap. And what way does that translate to
any difference that you can see once the
renmedi ation is conpl et ed?

And finally, there's | anguage in
those bullet itenms on page 15 that says that
t he nonhazardous wastes fromthe cooling
pond are going to be renoved, conpacted and
repl aced or sonething for fill, and it
struck us as curious, how do you separate
t he hazardous fromthe nonhazardous materia
that's in the cooling pond? | assune that
there's hazardous nmaterial there.

So, that's a battery of questions,
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basically information questions.
MR GRANGER: Let's break that into

two parts. The part about conpaction and
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consolidation, I'll answer that. The first

part about the 360 cap is, yes, it varies
dramatically fromthe site-wi de cover. |

could try to tackle it, but we have an

expert here on 360 caps, so did you want to

tell then?

MR DAVI D CAMP: Yeah, | nean, a 360
cap, basically you would just contour the
area a little bit to shape it into the shape
you want. And then it's the capping is just
i nperneabl e layer first, like sonmething |ike
a plastic, high-density polyethylene liner
or it could be a clay layer, sonething that
neets the perneability requirenments of Part
360. And then on top of that is -- it's a
guess, a couple feet of what they cal
barrier protection layer, which is just this
type soil. And then on top of that you put
a topsoil layer. And then you seed it so
that the topsoil is stable.

And in this case that's basically
what we're tal king about for a 360 cap

MR, LARRY ASHKEY: The plastic part
remai ns after a couple of decades stil

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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intrical? | mean, it's -

MR, DAVI D CAMP: Yeah, as long as
| -- yeah, it lasts a long tine, as long as
it's not exposed to sunlight, which it won't
be.

MR LARRY ASHLEY: Right. Mark,
you' re | ooking up the section | was talking
about ?

MR, GRANGER Yeah, |,ll read it out
loud for the record. "Nonhazardous debris
that is located on the surface of the areas
where the site-w de surface cover would be
installed and/or is comingled with the
excavated soil would be renoved and
consol i dated onto the forner cooling pond."

VWhat that's referring to is as we do
t he excavations, you know, assuming this
renmedy noves forward, as the excavations
woul d be performed you'd be digging up soils
that are contaminated with PCBs and TCA
there's going to be like Iarge boul ders,
let's say, that in not necessarily PCB- or
TCA-rel at ed what soever, and you coul d
decontaninate it quite sinply by rinsing it

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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off. O a pipe or a car body, that is

sonething that's not the kind of thing you'd
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want to send to a hazardous waste |andfil
inarolloff or treat in sone way.

In addition, that's excavated-rel ated
materials. Then there's material on top of
the site, like bricks and, you know, a pile
of fishing wire, you know, from-- you know
what | nmean? There's, like, a big mass of
spaghetti of old fishing Iine, things of
that nature, that's what that's referring to
interns of, okay, we're putting -- we have
a landfill, we're going to be capping a
landfill, these are the type of materials
that are already in the landfill, let's
consol i date those materials and focus our
attentions on the hazardous materials in
ternms of treatnent and sending off site, and
we'll put the cap over the top of the
cooling pond and ot her nonhazardous debris.

MR LARRY ASHLEY: So, that bullet
item began with a description of the cooling
pond, but actually the naterials that are

going to goinis fromthe rest of the site?
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MR, GRANGER: Weéll, what it says is

nonhazardous debris that is |ocated on the

surface of the areas where the site-w de

surface cover would be installed, nmeaning

t he seventeen acres on the surface, so you

have structural steel, fishing line, et
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cetera, bricks.

MR LARRY ASHLEY: | don't know if
we are tal king about the same part. The
bullet itemthat begins a cap -- a cap
neeting the requirenents --

MR, GRANGER: Ch, |'msorry.

MR SINGERMAN: Prior to the
construction of the cap, the consolidated
soils --

MR LARRY ASHLEY: Nonhazar dous
debris --

MR, GRANGER -- debris, and
existing fill materials would be regraded
and conpacted to provide a stable
f oundati on.

Ckay. That's building on the
previous bullet, so what that's saying is
that all those materials, and with the
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addi tion of these other materials, would
then go through what Dave said in terns of
contouring. You have to have, |iKke,
specific grades in order to neet the
specifications of the State standard,
Part 360.
MR LARRY ASHLEY: Ckay.
MR, GRANGER: When they say
conpacted, you have to -- in order to

mai ntain that slope you have to send the
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equi valent of a steamroller over the top
and it has to neet -- it's a very technica
specification and they have nachi nes that
neasure conpaction. You have to have
ni nety-ni ne percent, et cetera.

MR SINGERVAN: It's all so it
doesn't start settling too, so the cap
doesn't col |l apse.

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Okay. Any nore
questions or comments?

Jami e?

M5. JAM E DAGLER: Yeah. Just
wanted to ask a question about the
institutional controls. Can you give us an

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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i dea, Mark, of at what point in the process
that's going to unfol d? Wuld EPA begin the
process of devel oping those institutiona
controls with the community?

W' re assum ng that EPA takes the
lead in bringing together, if it be City,
County, whorever, or the DEC, obviously, to
sit down and actually establish what those
controls would be. For exanple, under what
conditions could there be excavation on the
site?

And actually that's a question is
woul d this renedy, if selected, still allow

the possibility of excavation on the site as
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long as the soils underneath the surface
cover were treated as hazardous waste, is
that --

MR GRANGER: That's how | envision
the institutional controls for soils related
to the site proceeding.

Very briefly, institutional controls
could be begun to be instituted concurrently
with design of the renedy or after. My
experi ence has been that institutiona
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controls are usually addressed kind of |ike
as the period on the end of the sentence,
where you're done with your renedi ation or
you' re done constructing your renedy,
assum ng that you don't have any thirty-year
renmedy going on, but in ternms of just
constructing the renmedy, design and
construction, and then you nove into your
institutional controls, fails that could be
noved up.

But |'m assum ng perhaps, Joel, did
you have any further insights on that?

MR, SI NGERMAN:. There's really no
requirenent as to when it has to be done.
If you definitely want to have the
institutional controls in place before the
renedy is basically conpl eted, because at

that tinme, you know, you don't want to have
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peopl e be able to do sonething to the
covered area or cap that, you know, would
adversely impact it, so we probably want to
start early enough in the process that by
the tine the renedial action is conpleted,
that we woul d have those protections in

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

ng
pl ace.

But there's really no specific tine
when we're required to start doing it, but,
you know, | guess the sooner, the better

M5. JAME DAGLER So, that is the
EPA' s responsibility, to make sure that
t hese are inplenmented?

MR, SI NGERMAN: Wl |, everything at
the site is EPA' s responsibility dependi ng
if we -- we intend to negotiate with
potentially-responsible parties to undertake
the renedy, so, you know, certain aspects
may ultimately be their responsibility, but
ultimately everything is EPA' s
responsibility.

If they do sonething on behal f of EPA
we woul d want to neke sure that it's done as
we would do it.

MS. RYCHLENSKI : Mark?

MR, LARRY ASHLEY: Sorry to junp in
again. Once the renediation in conplete,

will need there be a fence around the
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property or will it again be open to

children who use it quite naturally as neans
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of cutting down distances to and fromtheir
house and school, et cetera, which remains a
problem for any fencing that renains in
pl ace?

As you know, people have used, over
the years, that land as a thruway. Does any
remedi ati on, absent someone on the site who
fences it for purposes of security for
what ever is going on there, does the type of
cl eanup we're tal king about here end up with
no fence around it or is a fence kept around
it sort of perpetually in recognition of the
fact that it's a site that needs to be
treated carefully?

MR, GRANGER: | would say that the
basic policy of EPAis to err on the side of
conservative, such that any portions of the
site that had not been remediated to
elimnating health risks would be fenced,
woul d remain fenced.

MR LARRY ASHLEY: But that woul d
not be true for the huge majority of the
site, is that right?

MR, GRANGER: | woul d say

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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ultimately -- let's say that hypothetically
hal f of the site was renediated and had sone
ki nd of cover configuration placed over the
site, over that portion of the site, that
the fence line could then be noved back to

t he unrenedi ated portion of the site.

In addition, | envision that the
cooling pond portion of the site will be
fenced in perpetuity, typically to protect
the integrity of the cover that's done.

MR, SINGERMAN:. That's currently
fenced now.

MR, GRANGER The whole site is
fenced now and that fence will stay up as
long as there's renediati on work goi ng on

MR SI NGERMAN: W have no intention
of taking the fence down, though. | -- |
nean, basically it's private property, so
it's not -- so if the property owner will
maintain the fence, then the fence wll
stay.

MR, ERIC DUMOND: |'m going to speak
froma little bit of the ignorant side of ny

education. My understanding i s groundwater
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rises, it fluctuates, right? It goes up and
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down. This 360 cap is going to be on top of
basically the cooling pond?

MR, GRANGER: (Nods head)

MR, ERIC DUMOND: |s there any
possibility of when the water rises it
carrying away any hazardous chem cal s when
it rises?

MR, GRANGER Eric, that's the total
point of this remedy is, first of all, to
remove sources of contamination to the
aqui fer, so that when the groundwater does
rise it doesn't carry away these chem cals.

There's four areas of the site that
are going to be excavated, two of which have
a direct inpact on groundwater. That's the
first thing.

The second part is the cap over the
cooling pond is one thing, but we did an
i nvestigation of the cooling pond and did
not find hazardous materials contributing to
aqui fer contami nati on.

MR ER C DUMOND: Okay.

MR. GRANGER: So, we're going to be
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excavating the naterials outside of the

cooling pond that have been determ ned to be

a source to the aquifer, we're covering the

cooling pond sinply because it was a
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construction and denolition debris landfil
and that's what you do with old landfills,
not because it's hazardous.

MR, ERI C DUMOND: Now, you're quite
positive that there are no other -- and |I'm
you know, talking to you, we've dealt for a
long tine, and I, you know, | respect your
opinion -- are you quite confident that
there are no other possible hot spots on the
site?

MR, GRANGER: |'m quite confident,
yes, | would use that phrase.

I think that we have an i npressive
data set, database for the site. There's
just sanpling points fromone end of the
site to the other. The nature of the site
is such that it is not out of the question
| think it's renote, but it does remain a
possibility. And if a source was determ ned

to be present on the site, then we would
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eval uate the need to address that in
addition to what el se we have.
That builds on sonething that Joe
had nentioned earlier, that if information
cones to EPA in the future, we do have
nmechani sns for reopening our decision, for
reeval uating our decision and formalizing

that in a post Record of Decision docunent.
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MS. RYCHLENSKI: Janie, just let ne
get this gentleman in front of you.

Yes, sir?

MR RI CHARD PARKER: |'m Di ck Parker
with Curb. 1've lived at that end of town
nost of ny life, especially since '65.

This Perplexity Creek and Onego Creek
frequently go wild in the spring. Now, when
you're going to cover that area of the
cooling pond over there, which I'mreally
famliar with, you will have the Perplexity
Creek to deal with, it goes right through
it.

And having had -- brought up a
granddaughter that | confronted that
Perplexity Creek commonly goi ng under the

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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fence along with her friends. | don't think
it's going to get renedied that easily. |
just brought her hone from LeMoyne this
afternoon, so she's not one of your worries
anynor e.
That woul d be a concern of nine, as
to how you're going to get that thing so it
doesn't run out of there, out of this
creekbed. Sone parts of it are underground.
MR, GRANGER: Right. The creek is
definitely a consideration in renedia

desi gn.
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MR. Rl CHARD PARKER: Yeah.

MR, GRANGER: Absol utely.

MR. Rl CHARD PARKER: That's
sonet hing you want to keep in your
noni tori ng.

MR, GRANGER: You mean just during
the construction of the cap or just |ong
ternf

MR. Rl CHARD PARKER: They'l| tear it
apart for you. If that thing wants to run
wild up there it goes.

MR, GRANGER: We're going to have to

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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design for that and they're going to put
proper surface water drai nage around the
cap, you know. They m ght have to beef that
up and put riprap or sonething, you know,
di fferent nmeasures to prevent erosion and
what not, but, yeah, that's definitely
sonet hing that we're going to have to
addr ess.

MR. Rl CHARD PARKER: There will be
consi derabl e pressure fromunderneath there,
because you may not be aware of the
el evation of the subterrainian land, there
are two aquifers there, an upper one and a
| ower one. | don't know if you drove
t hrough both of themor not. Did you not?

Both of the aquifers?
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MR GRANGER |'mfamiliar with
t hem

MR, RI CHARD PARKER: You were?

MR GRANGER |'mfamiliar with the
aqui fers beneath the Rosen site.

MR RI CHARD PARKER  The two of
t henf

MR, GRANGER: Right, exactly.

PDQ COURT REPORTERS

MR. Rl CHARD PARKER: The upper and
the | ower?

MR GRANGER Yeah.

MR RI CHARD PARKER And | don't
know if the |l ower one puts the pressure on
or the upper one.

MR GRANGER Well, that's one of
the reasons that the site-wi de cover system
i s being designed to be perneabl e, because
t he groundwater tends to rise so high,
nean, |'ve been out at the site where you
could literally dig to groundwater with a
teaspoon, so it really would be
count erproductive to put a perneable cover
across the site when the groundwater comes
up so high, and it could actually conpromn se
the cover system So, | think the perneable
specification is inmportant for the site-w de
cover.

MR, RI CHARD PARKER | don't think
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they'Il do it, but they were considering
putting a bypass highway just above that in
Pol kville. It had all been surveyed and
staked off. | don't think they can get

PDQ COURT REPORTERS
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t hrough there anynore, but they put that
wat er tank up there, they m ght go around
it, and that's a State project from Route 13
across Route 11 -- or Route 81

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Okay. Lot of stuff
goi ng on out near that site, that's for
sure. Thank you.

MR RI CHARD PARKER Been there a
long tine.

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Been here a | ong
time, know it inside out, better than him I
guess.

No of f ense.

Jami e?

Ms. JAM E DAGLER Mark, with regard
to natural attenuation, if that's the renedy
sel ected for groundwater, would you actually
set goals for reduction of contam nants? In
other words, I'mtrying to project ahead.
Say natural attenuation doesn't work, you
know, in the long run you need to cone back
and revisit, at what point will you nake
that determination that this is not working,

we need to go back and figure out why it's
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not wor ki ng?

WIIl you set goals based on the
| evel s of contam nation you know are there,
t hey should be reduced to a certain |evel by
a certain tine or sonething like that?

MR. GRANGER: There's already goal s
interns of State and Federal groundwater
standards for drinking waters, so those are
ultimately the goals. That's the rods, the
yardstick that we're neasuring it against.

In terns of those goal s bei ng net
over tine, there's the stipulation, which is
part of the Superfund program for a
five-year review. Every five years that
this site is reviewed to ensure that the
renmedy renmmi ns protective. So, we're saying
right now that we believe natura
attenuation will neet those drinking water
standards within ten years. That's an
estimate. If it turns out to be fifteen
years, at the second five-year review we
woul d eval uate whet her that renmedy has
remai ned protective and nmake a deci sion
based on that.
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| would say that in the unlikely
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i nstance where the City of Cortland wanted
or absolutely had to place their groundwater
extraction well for drinking purposes
downgr adi ent of the Rosen site, that would
be -- that woul d change the equation
dramatically and that would be the kind of
scenari o where we woul d say, well, okay,
this remedy's no | onger protective, you
know. If that's the circunstance we'd have
to evaluate that, okay?

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Okay. Any other
questions or comments?

(Wher eupon there was no verba
response)

MS. RYCHLENSKI: Okay, then we'l
close for the evening. | thank you all very
much. And just remenber, witten coments,
get themto Mark by close of business
Decermber 17th. And I'msure we'll see you
soon.

(Wher eupon the neeting adjourned at
8:30 PM
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RECORD OF DECI SI ON FACT SHEET
EPA REG ON ||
Site
Site nane: Rosen Brothers Scrap Yard Site
Site | ocation: Cortland, New York
HRS score: 51.35
Li sted on the NPL: 3/ 30/ 89
EPA Site | D#: NYD982272734
Record of Deci sion
Dat e si gned: 3/23/98
Sel ected renedy: Hot spot soil excavation (TCA and PCBs);
3-acre NYSDEC Part 360 cap; 1l7-acre site
wi de surface cover; nonitored natura
attenuati on of groundwater.
Capital cost: $2.7 mllion

Construction Conpl etion: 2000



O & Mcost: $60, 000

Present-worth cost: $3.1 million (10 years, 7%disc. rate)
Lead Site is PRP lead - EPA is the |ead
agency

Primary Contact: Mar k Granger, Renedial Project Manager,

(212) 637- 3955

Secondary Contact: Joel Singerman, Chief, Central New York

Renedi ati on Section, (212) 637-4258

Mai n PRPs: BMC | ndustries, Inc., Cooper Industries, Inc., Ef

At ochem North America, Inc., Keystone Consoli dated

I ndustries, Inc., Mack Trucks, Inc., Mnarch Machine

Tool Co., Mdtor Transportation Services, Inc., New York

State Electric and Gas Corp., N agara Mhawk Power

Corp., Overhead Door Corp., Pall Trinity Mcro Corp.,

Potter Paint Conpany, Raynond, Inc., Redding-Hunter,

Inc., Harvey M Rosen, W] son Sporting Goods, Inc.

Wast e

Waste type: VOCs, SVOCs, PCBs, |norganics

Waste origin: Hazardous waste; scrap processing; steel
manuf act uri ng

Cont am nated nedi um Soil and groundwat er



